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THE SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST, et al. 


2568 Griffith Park Boulevard #277 
Los Angeles, CA 90039 
Telephone: (213) 407-1783 

info @silverlakeheritage.org 


Petitioners In Pro Per 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


THE SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST, a 
California nonprofit public benefit corporation 
and ANNIE SPERLING, an individual. 
Petitioners/Plaintiffs, 
vs. 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corporation; the CITY OF LOS ANGELES 


CITY COUNCIL; and DOES 1 through 10, 
inclusive; 


Respondents/Defendants. 


HOLLAND PARTNER GROUP, LLC, a 
Limited Liability Company, 


Real Party in Interest. 








Case No. 21STCPOZb61 2 


VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR 
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE 
RELIEF 


[Code Civ. Proc. $$ 1060, 1085, 1094.5; 
Govt. Code $ 54950 et seq., 
Los Angeles City Administrative Code] 


1. Violation of the Brown Act (Govt. Code $ 
54950, et seq.); 


2. Violation of the Brown Act (Govt. Code § 
54953, et seq.); 


3. Violation of Procedural Due Process (U.S. 
Const. 14th Amendment; Cal. Const. Art. 1, § 
7); 


4. Violation of the Right to Free Speech and 
to Petition the Government for Redress of 
Grievances (U.S. Const. 1st Amendment; 
Cal. Const. Art. 1, $$ 2(a), 3(a) and (b)); 
Equal Protection of the Laws (U.S. Const. 
14th Amendment; Cal. Const. Art. 1, § 7); 


5. Violation of Los Angeles City 
Administrative Code 


6. Violation of Los Angeles City 
Administrative Code 


7. Declaratory Relief. 
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Petitioners/Plaintiffs, THE SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST (“Petitioners”) a 
California nonprofit public benefit corporation and ANNIE SPERLING, an individual, 
(collectively “Petitioners”) seek a writ of mandate and a declaration of the rights and 
duties of the parties, and preliminary and permanent injunctive relief against 
Respondents/Defendants City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles City Council (the 
“City” or “Respondents”), and alleges as follows: 


INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND 


1. This lawsuit challenges the action taken by the Los Angeles City Council at 
its June 2, 2021 remotely held City Council meeting in which Councilmember Mitch 
O”Farrell and the City Council violated the State’s open meetings law, the Ralph M. 
Brown Act (Govt. Code § 54950 et seq.; hereinafter “the Brown Act”). 

Za In August 2020, Petitioners were applicants to the submission of a Historic 
Cultural Monument (“HCM”) application, nominating a local landmark known as Taix 
French Restaurant (“Taix”). Due to the voluminous nature of the document, Petitioners 


request the 604-page PDF be presented and included as Exhibit A using this link. 


3. On December 17, 2020 the Los Angeles body known as the Cultural 
Heritage Commission (“CHC”) (tasked with overseeing the designation and protection of 
local landmarks) voted unanimously in recommending the designation of the Taix 
building, located at 1911-1929 West Sunset Blvd; 1910-2018 West Reservoir St. as a 
Historic Cultural Monument. Petitioners request the audio recording of the December 17, 
2020 CHC hearing posted by the City be included as Exhibit B using this link. 

4. On January 26, 2021 the Department of City Planning submitted a letter to 
the Planning and Land Use Committee (“PLUM”), recommending Taix for inclusion in 
the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments. Attached hereto as Exhibit C is a true and 
correct copy of the January 26, 2021 recommendation letter. 

>: On the evening of May 3, 2021 and only hours away from the following 
day’s PLUM meeting, Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell’s (“O’Farrell” or 
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“Councilmember O’Farrell”) Planning Director Craig Bullock sent a letter to the PLUM 
Committee informing them of O’Farrell’s desire to “modify and supplement the Cultural 
Heritage Commission’s January 26, 2021 Final Letter of Determination”. Attached hereto 
as Exhibit D is a true and correct copy of Craig Bullock’s 3-page letter dated May 3, 
2021. 

6. On May 4, 2021 around 7:50 am Petitioners emailed Councilmember Mitch 
O’Farrell’s office requesting a continuance of their case # CHC-2020-5524-HCM, which 
was listed as Item No. 10 on the May 4, 2021 PLUM meeting agenda. No response was 
received from O’Farrell’s office. Attached hereto as Exhibit E is a true and correct copy 
of the May 4, 2021 PLUM 15-page agenda. Note Item No. 10 is silent as to any 
“Amendment” proposed. 

7. On May 4, 2021 around 9:30 am other interested members of the 
community alerted Petitioners that Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell’s Planning Director 
Craig Bullock sent a second letter to the PLUM Committee informing them of O’Farrell’s 
amendment to his previous “Amendment”. Attached hereto as Exhibit F is a true and 
correct copy of Craig Bullock’s 3-page letter dated May 4, 2021. 

8. On May 4, 2021 the PLUM meeting took place. Petitioners and many other 
members of the public had their virtual hands raised but were not called upon to speak. 
Including the application to the motion that was on the agenda. 

9. Between January 2021 and May 2021 Petitioners sent Councilmember 
Mitch O’Farrell and his Planning Director Craig Bullock numerous emails requesting a 
meeting. Petitioners requests for a meeting with their elected official went ignored. 

10. On June 2, 2021 the Regular City Council meeting was held. Petitioners 
and many other members of the public had their virtual hands raised but were not called 
upon to speak. Attached hereto as Exhibit G is a true and correct copy of the June 2, 
2021 City Council 25-page agenda. Note Item No. 3 is listed under “Items for which 
Public Hearings Have Been Held”, falsely leading the City Council to believe the 


Councilmember O’Farrell’s “Amendment” was brought to PLUM in compliance and in 
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23 
24 


26 


28 


conformance to legal requirements that would allow this Item to advance to the next stage 
in the approval process. O’Farrell’s representation of Item No.3 was an abuse of process. 

11. On June 3, 2021 after receiving no responses from Councilmember Mitch 
O’Farrell’s office, Petitioners mailed a cure or correct letter to the Office of the City Clerk 
and the City attorney’s office. Attached hereto as Exhibit H is a true and correct copy of 
Petitioners June 3, 2021 3-page cure or correct letter. No response from the City was 
received. 

12. On June 25, 2021 Petitioners mailed via USPS a cure or correct letter to the 
Office of the City Clerk pursuant to Govt. Code $ 54960.1(a). Petitioners received a 
return receipt confirming the City received Petitioners letter on June 29, 2021. Attached 
hereto as Exhibit I is a true and correct copy of Petitioners June 29, 2021 cure or correct 
letter mailed to the Office of the City Clerk and the attached return receipt. No response 
from the City was received. 

13. Petitioners allege that the major controversy that exists between 
Respondents and members of the public continues to cause prejudice against Petitioners as 
Respondents continue to conduct open meetings in violation of the Brown Act and the 
United States and California Constitutions. Petitioners have no reason to believe 
O’Farrell and Respondents will cease from violating the Brown Act and the United States 


and California Constitutions absent judicial intervention as sought herein. 


THE MAY 4, 2021 PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT (“PLUM”) 
COMMITTEE MEETING 
A. INCORRECT INSTRUCTIONS PROVIDED BY THE CITY TO THE PUBLIC 


14. At the time of the May 4, 2021 PLUM meeting, Petitioners can confirm the 
agenda posted by the City for the May 4, 2021 PLUM meeting is at the following link: 


(Also Exhibit E but does not provide list of associated documents): 


https://web.archive.org/web/20210504043834/https://lacity.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting 
?compiledMeetingDocumentFileld=7873 


15. The May 4, 2021 PLUM meeting begins with a clerk stating: 
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“Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items 
listed on the Agenda should call 1669-254-5252 and use meeting ID 1616446631 
and then press the number sign. Press the number sign again when prompted for 
participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting press asterisk 6 to request to 
speak. During public comment city staff will call on members of the public by 
the last four digits of their phone number. By pressing asterisk 6, callers raise 
their virtual hand. Once the caller hears the last four digits of their phone number, 
they will need to press asterisk 6 to unmute themselves, and should be ready 
to speak. Once the caller is ready to speak, they must state their name and 
the item or items they are calling to speak on. Failure to do so will result in 
the call being muted and subsequently disconnected. Appellants and or 
their representatives and applicants will be allowed to speak for a total of 3 
minutes per side unless otherwise noted by the chairman of this committee. 
Members of the public wishing to speak on 1 agenda item only shall have 
an opportunity to speak for 1 minute. Members of the public wishing to 
speak on more than 1 item shall state that and shall be allowed to speak for 
a total of 2 minutes. Failure to raise your hand to speak in a timely manner 
before the comment period for the item ends results in forfeiture of the 
opportunity to participate in public comment for the item.” 


16. Shortly thereafter (06:34 in audio/video), a member of the public is called 
on to speak. The caller uses his time to inform the Committee and the public that the 
instructions given by the City to press “star 6 to request to speak” were incorrect and 
instead, are “actually star 9”. Without this caller correcting the City’s misguided 
information, members of the public would have been left further deprived of their rights to 


speak on any matter before the committee. 


B. NO NOTIFICATION OF MITCH O’FARRELL’S “AMENDMENT” 

17. The evening of May 3, 2021, Petitioners (who were also the HCM 
applicants) were informed by members of the community that Councilmember Mitch 
O’Farrell had sent a letter to PLUM (Exhibit D) seeking approval to “modify and 
supplement the Cultural Heritage Commission’s January 26, 2021 Final Letter of 
Determination”. Neither Petitioners nor members of the public were given notice of the 
“Amendment”. 

18. The following day on May 4, 2021 (the morning of the PLUM meeting) 
Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell sent a second letter to PLUM, submitting an amendment 


to his “Amendment” (Exhibit F). 
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1 19. Petitioners (who were also the HCM applicants), were not notified by the 
2 City of either letter describing O’Farrell’s “Amendment” which sought to demolish the 
3 Taix building he simultaneously claimed to support as a historic cultural monument. 
4 C. THE CITY FAILED TO POST & INCLUDE MITCH O’FARRELL’S 
5 “AMENDMENT” ON THE AGENDA 
6 20. The Brown Act requires that discussion items be placed on public 
1 agendas, as well as items, which may be the subject of an action, by the body. The 
8 purpose of describing each agenda item is to alert the public to topics under 
9 consideration so that members of the public may decide whether to monitor or 
10 participate in the meeting. By the omission of a description of O'Farrell's 
11 “Amendment”, a flawed agenda was produced; one that failed to inform the public of the 
12 action going before the Committee to be voted on. 
13 21. Item No. 10 listed on the May 4, 2021 PLUM HTML agenda at that time 
14 is posted online as follows: 
15 C f 8 https://web.archive.org/web/20210504043834/ht 
» [https //lacity.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting?compiledMeetingDocumentFileld= 7873 
16 WAYNE atures 
17 
Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental Impact Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, Section 15331 
1 8 Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911-1929 
West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments 
19 Owners/Applicants: 1911 Sunset Investors LLC c/o Chris Riha; and Raymond M. Taix, et al., c/o Annie Sperling, Silver Lake Heritage Trust 
Case No. CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
20 - 
Environmental No. ENV-2020-5525-CE 
21 Fiscal Impact Statement: No 
Community Impact Statement: None submitted 
22 
23 22, When a viewer arrives at this webpage, the agenda item appears as shown 
24 in the above screenshot. A viewer would not know to click within this description to find 
25 additional supporting documentation associated with the item to appear. 
26 23, Item No. 10 listed on the May 4, 2021 PLUM HTML agenda after 
27 clicking inside the description is posted online as follows: 
28 iil 
6 
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https: / /lacity.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting?compiledMeetingDocumentFileld=7873 


DAUBSEHMBEHNR> captures 








Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental Impact Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, Section 15331 
Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911-1929 
West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 

Owners/Applicants: 1911 Sunset Investors LLC c/o Chris Riha; and Raymond M. Taix, et al., c/o Annie Sperling, Silver Lake Heritage Trust 

Case No. CHC-2020-5524-HCM 

Environmental No. ENV-2020-5525-CE 

Fiscal Impact Statement: No 


Community Impact Statement: None submitted 


£ Attachment to Report dated 01262021 - Findings 01_26_2021 
Attachment to Report dated 01262021 - Mailing List 01_26_2021 
Report from Cultural Heritage Commission 01_26_2021 
Attachment to Report dated 01262021 - Staff Report 01_26_2021 


Communication from Deputy City Clerk - Notice(s) 4-23-21 








24. Only after clicking in a random area within the description of Item 10, 
would the viewer see the above list of 5 attachments associated with the item number 
(Item No. 10). 

25. Attached hereto as Exhibit J is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen with the above mentioned title “Attachment to 
Report dated 01262021 - Findings 01_26 2021.pdf”. 

26. Attached hereto as Exhibit K is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen with the above mentioned title “Attachment to 
Report dated 01262021 - Mailing List 01_26_2021.pdf”. 

27. Attached hereto as Exhibit L is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen with the above mentioned title “Report from 
Cultural Heritage Commission 01_26 2021”. 

28. Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Report from 
Cultural Heritage Commission 01 26 2021.pdf” (604-page PDF) is a true and correct 
duplicate copy of Exhibit A. 
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29. Attached hereto as Exhibit M is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen with the above mentioned title 
“Communication from Deputy City Clerk - Notice(s) 4-23-21.pdf” 

30. The May 24, 2021 PLUM agenda (Exhibit E) and all five attachments fail 
to mention a single word or reference about Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment”. 

31. In Hernandez v. Town of Apple Valley (2017), a town resident filed a 
lawsuit claiming he would have appeared at the meeting to express his opposition to the 
resolutions and MOU (Memorandum of Understanding) had the agenda described the 
actions to be taken. The court of appeal affirmed the Brown Act violation for failing to 
properly describe in the agenda specific actions to be taken at the town council’s meeting 


66 66 


concluding “ “[t]his was troublesome as it is conceivable this was a major factor in the 
decision to send the matter to the electorate.” The same circumstance is seen here. 
O’Farrell’s “Amendment” itself is specifically what he sought approval for. No one 
would have known by looking at the May 24, 2021 PLUM agenda (Exhibit E) that 
anything other than the Cultural-Heritage Commission’s recommendation was subject to 
approval, thus making it impossible for the public to make a decision as to whether they 
wanted to attend, and exercise their rights to provide comments on the proposed 
“Amendment” slipped in at the eleventh hour by Councilmember Mitch O’ Farrell. 

32. Left intact, the Cultural-Heritage Commission’s recommendation for the 
Taix restaurant to be included as one of the City’s Historic Cultural Monuments (also 
recognized by SurveyLA and multiple historians), the Taix building in its entirety would 
have been preserved as nominated in the HCM application and as supported by the City’s 
Office of Historic Resources. 

33. Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment” sought to override the Cultural Heritage 
Commission, the Cultural Heritage Ordinance, the Office of Historic Resources, locally 
recognized historians, requests from his voters, and the City’s own program enacted to 


acknowledge and preserve culturally significant buildings in the City, such as Taix. 
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34. Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment”, as seen in Exhibit F, claimed to support 
the Taix’s historic cultural monument nomination, provided the building be demolished 
except for three accessories; its bar top and two signs. No such gutting of the CHC”s 
recommendation was discussed before the CHC, nor was a proposed amendment as 
disastrous as this before members of the public. 

35. In complete violation of the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance, these three 
salvaged accessory items would become Mitch O’Farrell’s version of “historic 
designation” of the Taix French Restaurant. Unlike any historic designation in the 
City, O’Farrell’s actions put the City’s entire preservation process at risk using no 
objective legal standards, setting a deadly precedent. 

36. Failing to post this critical piece of information, which drastically modifies 
the foundation of the Petitioners nomination, serves two specific interests: 1. the 
developers who seek approval for their massively upzoned project facilitated by a relaxed 
environmental review which is available to those who “preserve” a historic resource, and 
2. Mitch O”Farrell, who has collected an approximate $137,349.00 in lobbying funds 
from said developers. 

37. Govt. Code Section 54954.2(a) requires the legislative body of the local 
agency to post an agenda containing a brief general description of each item of business 
to be transacted or discussed at the meeting, including items to be discussed in closed 
session. The City failed to comply. 

D. THE CITY FAILED TO CALL ON MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WHO 
RAISED THEIR VIRTUAL HANDS AND WERE WAITING TO SPEAK 

38. Members of the public who attended the remotely held meeting on May 4, 
2021 called in with the only information they had available to them that time. Not only 
were they not called on to speak, but had they been given the opportunity, they would 
have had no knowledge of Councilmember O’Farrell’s last-ditch “Amendment” and 


therefore, would not have been able to comment on it. 
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39. Several members of the public who called in and raised their virtual hands to 
speak on Item No. 10 - including the applicant and one of the historians who prepared the 
nomination - were not called on to speak. 

40. Govt. Code Section 54954.3 requires the City to call upon members of the 
public to directly address the legislative body on any item of interest to the public, before 


or during the legislative body’s consideration of the item. The City failed to comply. 


THE JUNE 2, 2021 CITY COUNCIL ACTION 
A. AGENDA ISSUES 
41. As ofthe time of the filing of this petition, Petitioners can confirm the 
video recorded and posted by the City of the June 2, 2021 City Council meeting is at 
the following link beginning at 32:15: 


https://lacity.primegov.com/Portal/Meeting?compiledMeetingDocumentFileld=8982 
42. Item No. 3 listed on the June 2, 2021 Regular City Council meeting HTML 


agenda at that time is posted online as follows (also hyperlinked): 





[https://lacity_primegov.com /Portal/ Meeting?compiledMeetingDocumentFileld=S982 
Waylaek Machine, carr 


CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION and PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT 
M) Cc TEE REP ive t inclusion of the Taix French Restaurant, located at 1910-2018 West Reserve 
>f Historic 
mmendations for C 
1. DETERMINE that the proposed designation is categorically exempt from the California Environmental Q 
CEQA), pursuant 1 


Guidelines 


2. DETERMINE that 
Los Angeles Admi 








43. When a viewer arrives at this webpage, the agenda Item appears as shown 
in the above screenshot. A viewer would not know to click within this description to 


find additional supporting documentation associated with the Item to appear. 
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44. Item No. 3 listed on the June 2, 2021 Regular City Council meeting HTML 


agenda at that time after clicking inside the description is posted online as follows: 


Aal(ejoa 





a archive.org 


megov.com/Portal/ Meeting?compiledMeetingDocumentFileld= 8982 





N 


© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 
© 


© 





ttps: //lacit 
capture 


4. APPROVE the recommendations of the CHC relative to the 


the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments 


Owners/Applicants: 1911 Sunset Investors 


HC-2020-5524-HCM 


y e CHC. Neither the City Administrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial 





(Continued from Council meeting of May 19, 2021) 
# Report from Planning and Land Use Management Committee - 05-04-21 
£ Communication(s) from Public_05-04-21 
4» Communicationís) from Public_05-04-2021 
£ Communication from Office of Councilmember Mitch O'Farrell, Council District 13 (Amended)_05-04-21 
4% Communication(s) from Public 5-03-21 
£ Communication(s) from Public_05-03-2021 
£ Communication(s) from Public 5-02-21 
£% Communication(s) from Public_04-28-2021 
£ Communication from Deputy City Clerk - Notice(s) 4-23-21 
Attachment to Report dated 01262021 - Findings 01_26_2021 
Attachment to Report dated 01262021 - Mailing List 01_26 2021 
Report from Cultural Heritage Commission 01_26_2021 


Attachment to Report dated 01262021 - Staff Report 01_26_2021 


45. Only after clicking in a random area within the description of Item 3, the 


viewer would see the above list of 13 attachments associated with the item (Item No. 3). 


46. The June 2, 2021 agenda leads a reader to believe that Councilmember 


Mitch O’Farrell’s eleventh hour “Amendment” was made available to the public and 


open to public comment in compliance with the Brown Act at the PLUM meeting; which 


it was not. 


47. Attached hereto as Exhibit N is a true and correct copy of the attachment 


downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above title 


“Report from Planning and Land Use Management Committee - 05-04-21.pdf”. 


48. Attached hereto as Exhibit O is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
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downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 
title “Communication(s) from Public_05-04-21.pdf”. 

49. Attached hereto as Exhibit P is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 
title “Communication(s) from Public_05-04-21.pdf”. 

50. Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Communication from 
Office of Councilmember Mitch O'Farrell, Council District 13 (Amended)_05-04-21.pdf” is 
a true and correct duplicate copy of Exhibit F. 

51. Attached hereto as Exhibit Q is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 
title “Communication(s) from Public 5-03-21.pdf”. 

52. Attached hereto as Exhibit R is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 
title “Communication(s) from Public _05-03-2021.pdf”. 

53. Attached hereto as Exhibit S is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 
title “Communication(s) from Public 5-02-21.pdf”. 

54. Attached hereto as Exhibit T is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 
title “Communication(s) from Public_04-28-2021.pdf”. 

55. Attached hereto as Exhibit U is a true and correct copy of the attachment 
downloaded from the City website as seen in the above screenshot having the above 
title “Communication from Deputy City Clerk - Notice(s) 4-23-21.pdf”. 

56. Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Attachment to 
Report dated 01262021 - Findings 01_26 2021.pdf” is a true and correct duplicate 
copy of Exhibit J. 
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57. Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Attachment to 
Report dated 01262021 - Mailing List 01_26_2021.pdf” is a true and correct duplicate 
copy of Exhibit K. 

58. Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Report from Cultural 
Heritage Commission 01_26_2021.pdf is a true and correct duplicate copy of Exhibit L. 

59. Petitioners can confirm the document having the title “Attachment to 
Report dated 01262021 - Staff Report 01_26 2021.pdf” is a true and correct duplicate 
copy of Exhibit A (submitted via digital link). 

60. The June 2, 2021 Agenda implies the general public was afforded the 
ability to access and participate in the committee meeting that alleges to have adopted 
the findings of the Cultural Heritage Commission (“CHC”) recommendation, “as 
amended by the PLUM Committee...” 

61. The June 2, 2021 agenda incorrectly lists Item No. 3 under “Items for which 
Public Hearings Have Been Held”. As previously stated by Petitioners, this is incorrect; 
the “Amendment” was not introduced or made available to the public in a timely manner, 
and was not agendized in compliance with the Brown Act, which requires that the public 
be sufficiently notified of the item seeking approval and be afforded the opportunity to 
exercise their speaking rights on the matter seeking approval. 

62. The June 2, 2021 agenda states: “Some items on the agenda may be 
approved without any discussion, however, any item may be called "special" by a 
Councilmember. If an item is called "special" it will be "held" until the remainder of the 
items on the Council agenda have been acted on by the Council. An item may also be 
called "special" if a member of the public has requested to speak on the item and a 
public hearing was not previously held.” 

63. According to the June 2, 2021 agenda, the act of calling an item “special” 
indicates that public comment should be allowed, since the previous meeting had no 
notification of the “Amendment” and as seen and heard by Petitioners, Councilmember 


O’Farrell says he “would like to call item 3 “special” for comments” (00:34:56). 
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64. Calling an item “special” is not defined anywhere in the Los Angeles City 
Council Rules. However, history shows it is a long-standing City Council tradition that 
calling an item “special” indicates that there will be public comment allowed on that 
item. O”Farrell called Item No. 3 “Special” as seen at (00:34:56) in the video, then kept 
public comment on this Item closed, in violation of the Brown Act. 

65. By calling the item “special”, Mitch O’Farrell acknowledged the defective 
agenda, as it should have never been listed as an “Item for which a previous public 
hearing has been held”. Instead of calling on members of the public who had called in 
and raised their virtual hands to speak on what O’Farrell knew was an incredibly 
controversial matter, Mitch O’Farrell spoke on his own behalf for approximately 6 


minutes, robbing the public of their time. 


B. THE CITY FAILED TO CALL ON MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WHO 
RAISED THEIR VIRTUAL HANDS AND WERE WAITING TO SPEAK 
66. Petitioners and members of the public who attended the remotely held City 
Council meeting on June 2, 2021 called in waiting patiently to speak on Item No. 10, 


only to never be called on. 


REGULATORY FRAMEWORK AT LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 
67. “The People of California do not yield their sovereignty to the agencies which 
serve them. The people, in delegating authority, do not give their public servants the right 
to decide what is good for the people to know and what is not good for them to know. The 
people insist on remaining informed so that they may retain control over the instruments 
they have created.” Govt. Code § 54950. 
68. California Constitution, Article 1, Section 3(b)(1), states: “The people have 
the right of access to information concerning the conduct of the people’s business, and, 
therefore, the meetings of public bodies and the writings of public officials and agencies 


shall be open to public scrutiny.” 
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69. In enacting the Brown Act, the California Legislature found and declared 
“the public commissions, boards and councils and the other public agencies in this State 
exist to aid in the conduct of the people’s business.” Govt. Code § 54950. 

70. The Brown Act requires that discussion items be placed on public agendas, as 
well as items which may be the subject of an action by the body. The purpose of 
describing each agenda item is to alert the public to topics under consideration so that 
members of the public may decide whether to monitor or participate in the meeting. 

71. The People of California have elevated the right to transparent government, 
accountable to the people, to a right protected by their State Constitution. California 
Constitution, Article 1, Section 3 (a), states: “[t]he people have the right to instruct their 
representatives, petition government for redress of grievances, and assemble freely to 
consult for the common good.” 

72. The only predictability and consistency we have in our City’s legal system 
right now, is the plausible assumption the publics rights as constituents will be violated, 
by the very individuals they voted in to office. 

73. Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell was well aware of the Petitioners and the 
public's position on Taix; he knew it was a hotly contested issue. Govt. Code Section 
54954.3(c) requires O’Farrell and the rest of the City Council to not prohibit public 
criticism of the policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or 
omissions of the legislative body. Nothing in this subdivision shall confer any privilege 
or protection for expression beyond that otherwise provided by law. The Brown Act 
requires that the O’Farrell, and the rest of the City Council, “shall provide an opportunity 
for members of the public to directly address the legislative body on any item of interest 
to the public.” (Gov. Code § 54954.3, subd. (a); see also Galbiso v. Orosi Public Utility 
Dist. (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1063, 1079-1080. This requirement remains mandatory 
during “teleconference meetings;” the legislative body “shall teleconference meetings in 
a manner that protects the statutory and constitutional rights of the parties or the 


public appearing before the legislative body of a local agency.” (Gov. Code § 54953, 
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subd. (b)(3).) A teleconference meeting must “provide an opportunity for members of the 
public to address the legislative body directly pursuant to Section 54954.3.” (Ibid.) 

74. Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell and the City have failed to comply with these 
provisions; and they continue to do so. 

75. An item of business approved in violation of the City Council’s rules is a failure 
to proceed in accordance with law as authorized under City Charter, and any action taken 
pursuant to actions that violate the City Council’s rules are null and void. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
Violation of the Brown Act, Govt. Code $ 54954.3(a) 
(Rights to Public Comment) 

76. Petitioner realleges and incorporates herein by reference the allegations of 
Paragraphs 1 through 75, inclusive, of this petition and complaint. 

77. Govt. Code § 54954.4(c) sets forth the importance that the Legislature 
assigns to full and complete compliance with the Brown Act by stating: “The Legislature 
hereby finds and declares that complete, faithful, and uninterrupted compliance with the 
Ralph M. Brown Act (Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 54950) of Part 1 of Division 
2 of Title 5 of the Govt. Code) is a matter of overriding public importance.” 

78. Govt. Code § 54954.3(a) imposes a mandatory duty upon the City to allow 
public comment on each and every item of business listed on a special meeting agenda 
issued under the authority of Govt. Code § 54956. 

79. The wording of Govt. Code § 54954.3(a) expresses the Legislature’s intent 
that public comment may only be denied at a regular meeting of the legislative body 
when an opportunity for public comment was afforded at a qualifying committee of the 
same legislative body. 

80. There is no mention, in any publication made available to the public for the 
May 4, 2021 PLUM Agenda, of Councilmember O’Farrell’s plan to significantly 
“amend” the Cultural-Heritage Commission’s findings to the point of designating three 


accessories proposed to be removed from the building, prior to its demolition. On the 
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contrary, the May 4, 2021 agenda provides the CHC’s findings and recommendation to 
proceed with approval of the nomination as recommended by the CHC. 

81. Asa direct and proximate cause of the actions of the City and its City 
Council, members of the public attending the City Council meeting in the only manner 
permitted via remotely were deprived of information concerning the constitutional and 
other legal infirmities of O’Farrell’s “Amendment” to the CHC’s recommendation, all in 
violation of Govt. Code $ 54954.3(a). 

82. Asa direct and proximate cause of the actions of the City and its City 
Council, members of the public attending the City Council meeting in the only manner 
permitted via remotely were deprived of participating in the meeting for no other reason 
than the City not calling on them while they waited for their turn in violation of Govt. 
Code $ 54954.3(a). 

83. The City and City Council’s actions in this matter are not “complete, 
faithful, or uninterrupted compliance” with the mandates of the Brown Act. The City and 
City Council have failed to proceed in the manner required by law. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
Violation of the Brown Act, Govt. Code § 54954.3(c) 
(Improper Prohibition of Public Criticism) 

84. Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 
Paragraphs 1 through 83, inclusive, of this petition and complaint. 

85. Govt. Code § 54954.3(c) prevents a legislative body from prohibiting 
“public criticism of the policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or the 
acts or omissions of the legislative body. 

86. As described in this Petition and as described in greater detail in Exhibit I, 
Mitch O’Farrell’s history of excluding members of the public has been a pattern of 
viewpoint discrimination and is again seen here in his violations of the Brown Act. 

87. Petitioners are informed and believe, and based thereon alleges, that the 


purpose of the agenda omissions, lack of notice sent to Petitioners, failure of the City to 
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call on Petitioners and members of the public and the overall general manner in which 
Mitch O’Farrell treats his constituents is to effectively preclude public comment of 
specific controversial agenda items by speakers who are more likely to be critical of the 
him and actions of the City. O’Farrell’s conduct is unbecoming actions of an elected 
official and an unreasonable content-based restriction on speech, which violates 
Government Code section § 54954.3(c) and the First Amendment. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 


Violation of the Right to Free Speech and to Petition the Government for Redress of 


Grievances — Refusal to Allow Members of the Public to Speak 
(US Constitution Article 1) 


88. Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 
Paragraphs 1 through 87, inclusive, of this petition. 

89. The First Amendment of the United States Constitution, and Article 1, 
sections 2(a), 3(a) and (b), prohibit government interference with the rights to free 
speech, assembly, association, and the right to petition the government for redress of 
grievances. 

90. Petitioners, as homeowners, property owners, and representatives of resident 
stakeholders in the community, have a First Amendment right to attend and to speak at 
City Council and City Council Committee meetings in order to communicate their 
concerns and interests to government decision makers who were elected to make land use 
decisions with respect to major developments in Petitioners’ community. Issues raised at 
said meetings are matters of public concern, and Petitioners have a First Amendment 
right to be heard on such issues. 

91. By refusing to call upon and allow Petitioners to exercise their rights to 
speak and to be heard, both in the past, and continuing into the future, Respondents have 
deprived Petitioners of their First Amendment right to speech, assembly, association, and 
to petition the government for redress of grievances. 


FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
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Violation of the Right to Free Speech and to Petition the Government for Redress of 
Grievances — Refusal to Allow Members of the Public to Speak at Public Meetings 


(US Constitution First and Fourteenth Amendment; California Constitution, Article 1) 

92. Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 
Paragraphs 1 through 91, inclusive, of this petition. 

93. The First Amendment, and the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the United States Constitution prohibits government discrimination based 
upon viewpoint and the exercise of fundamental rights. 

94. Petitioners, and all members of the public, have a fundamental right to 
petition the government for redress of grievances, including the right to access the courts. 

95. By refusing to call upon Petitioners and allow them to speak, both in the 
past, and continuing into the future, Respondents have deprived and continue to deprive 
Petitioners and other members of the public, of their Fourteenth Amendment right to 
equal protection of the laws. 

96. Discrimination by a government policymaker such as Mitch O’Farrell 
constitutes discrimination against Petitioners because of the positions they have taken on 
matters of public concern in their communities and because they have been actively 
involved in voicing their concerns in the past. This discrimination on the part of 
Respondents is designed to discriminate and retaliate against Petitioners for exercising 
their fundamental rights and to chill Petitioners in the exercise of such fundamental 
rights. 

97. Petitioners are entitled to a declaration that the City and its City Council, 
including City Council Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell, violated the Brown Act public 
speaking rights of Petitioners and all other persons similarly situated by actions they took 
at the June 2, 2021 meeting related to Item No. 3, and by their deprivation of the 
constitutionally - and statutorily - protected public participation rights of the persons who 


sought to speak. 
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98. Petitioners are entitled to the issuance of a writ of mandate invalidating the 
actions approving Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment” adopted on June 2, 2021 by the City 


Council. 


FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Violation of Los Angeles Administrative Code Sec.22.171.10(d)(5 





99. Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 
Paragraphs 1 through 98, inclusive, of this petition. 

100. Los Angeles Administrative Code Section 22.171.10(d)(5) requires the City 
to mail a written notice at least ten days prior to the date of the hearing, to the applicant 
(Petitioners), the time, place and purpose of the public hearing on the proposed 
designation. The City failed to comply by providing no notice to the applicants 
(Petitioners). Had the City complied with this section, although it would not have cured 
the defect related to the City’s failure to inform the public of the actual purpose of both 
the PLUM meeting and the City Council meeting, at the very least the applicants would 
have had sufficient knowledge of Mitch O’Farrell’s “Amendment” and his intent to 
mutilate Petitioners HCM nomination. Instead, O’Farrell sought to slip it into City 
Council, hijacking Petitioners HCM nomination, disguising it as the original 
recommendation given by the Cultural Heritage Commission. 


SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 


Violation of Los Angeles Administrative Code Sec.22.171.10 





101. Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 
Paragraphs 1 through 100, inclusive, of this petition. 

102. Los Angeles Administrative Code Section 22.171.10(e) requires the City 
Council to approve or disapprove a proposed designation of a Monument within 90 days 
of the public hearing held before the Commission on the proposed designation. The City 
Council may unilaterally extend the 90-day time limit to act for a maximum of 15 days 
for good cause. With written consent of the owner, the time for the City Council to act 


may be extended by up to an additional 60 days. If the City Council does not act on the 
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application or initiation within the specified time limit, the application or initiation to 
designate a Monument shall be deemed to have been denied. 

103. Nothing in the Council File demonstrates an extension was requested or 
granted. While Council File 21-0119 indicates: “Time Limit has been tolled pursuant to 
the Mayor's Public Order issued on 3/21/2020. (Original Time Limit: 3/17/21)”, the 
Council File is silent as to when the tolling period ends. Petitioners are informed and 
believe leaving an open ended unknown period of time only further prejudices Petitioners 
and members of the public. 

104. The Cultural-Heritage Commission hearing that approved Taix to be 
designated as a historical cultural monument took place on December 17, 2020. Nothing 
in the record reflects there was an extension granted, which lawfully extended the City 
Council’s Time to Act. 

SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
Declaratory Relief 

105. Petitioners reallege and incorporate herein by reference the allegations of 
Paragraphs 1 through 104, inclusive, of this petition. 

106. Petitioners allege that the Respondents have deliberately failed and refused, 
and continue to deliberately to fail and refuse, to call upon members of the general public 
allowing them to speak at public meetings as required by the Brown Act and the United 
States and California Constitutions. Petitioners allege that this is done in order to 
discourage public participation at required hearings and to minimize opposition to 
projects favorable to City Council members and to discriminate and retaliate against 
Petitioners for their exercise of their fundamental rights to free speech, assembly, 
association, and to petition the government for redress of grievances. Petitioners allege 
that Respondents/Defendants, and all of them, have acted to chill Petitioners in the 
exercise of their fundamental rights, and to deprive Petitioners of liberty and/or property 


without due process of law. 
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107. O’Farrell’s preference in applying legislation on a project-by-project 
prejudices Petitioners and deprives members of the public of their rights. 

108. When Respondents proceed as they do in this manner, the entire public and 
the Courts are prejudiced because Petitioners have no other recourse to rectify the wrongs 
and attempt to eliminate the prejudice, other than to file lawsuits such as the instant 
lawsuit. The City failed to cure or correct its Brown Act violations upon notice of them. 
The public’s interests were and are not served by the City’s actions and inaction to cure, 
and Petitioners and the general public have been prejudiced thereby. Further, members 
of the public are burdened with the task of seeking judicial intervention in order to 
enforce laws they are well aware they are breaking on a daily basis. Councilmember 
O’Farrell has failed to serve his constituents as he was elected to do. He has instead been 
motivated and operates to serve his campaign contributors and developer friends, who 
have made it more than worth his while to keep Petitioners and other members of the 
public as far removed as they can, from participating in public matters of interest. 

109. Petitioners seek a writ of mandate and injunctive relief, inter alia, compelling 
the Respondents, and all of them, to (1) void and nullify the June 2, 2021 City Council 
action on Item No. 3; and (2) acknowledge and call upon members of the public who 
have virtually raised their hands so as to allow full, complete, and unfettered participation 
by the public in compliance with the Brown Act and the United States and California 
Constitutions. 

PARTIES 

110. Petitioners are a California nonprofit public benefit corporation. Its 
members include residents, residential property owners and taxpayers in the City of Los 
Angeles who advocate for residential quality of life issues and challenge worsening 
environmental impacts such as increased traffic, land use and planning issues, 
preservation of historic and cultural resources, negative impacts on aesthetics and scenic 
vistas, increased burdens on public services and public safety, and unrestrained growth 


induced by placing oversized projects causing gentrification within the City. 
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111. Petitioners, as property owners and representatives of residents and property 
owners in the Los Angeles area have a liberty and/or property interest in land use, 
decisions regarding developments that occur in their neighborhoods, including the City’s 
cultural heritage. 

112. Petitioners are prejudiced by the City Council’s violations of the Brown Act 
and have a substantial interest in ensuring that the City’s decisions are in conformity with 
the requirements of law, and in having those requirements properly executed and the 
public duties of the City enforced. Petitioners are and will be adversely affected by 
impacts resulting from the City’s capricious actions, and are aggrieved by the acts, 
decisions and omissions of the City as identified in this petition and complaint. 
Petitioners’ are suing on their behalf and as applicable, on behalf of all persons who 
patiently waited after raising their virtual hands at the Los Angeles City Council meeting, 
and more broadly, including all those who seek to maintain the integrity of the City’s 
democratic participation processes. 

113. Respondent Los Angeles City Council is the elected governing body of the 
City, and is the body responsible for the decisions at issue herein. 

114. Petitioners are ignorant of the (others) true names of respondents sued 
herein as DOES 1 through 10, inclusive, and therefore sues said respondents by those 
fictitious names. Petitioners’ will amend the petition to allege their true names and 
capacities when the same have been ascertained. Petitioners’ are informed and believe, 
and based thereon alleges, that each of these fictitiously named respondents is in some 
manner responsible for the wrongful conduct alleged in this petition. Petitioners’ are 
informed and believe, and based thereon alleges, that these fictitiously named 
respondents were, at all times mentioned in this petition, the agents, servants, and 
employees of their co-respondents and were acting within their authority as such with the 
consent and permission of their co-respondents. 


HII 
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JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

115. Jurisdiction over Respondents and each of them exists because each of the 
Respondents named in this litigation are present and operating within the jurisdictional 
limits of the County of Los Angeles. 

116. Venue is proper because the acts and omissions complained of in this 
litigation took place remotely within this judicial district at the Los Angeles City Hall. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner prays for judgment as follows: 

1. This Court issue a declaration that the City of Los Angeles and the Los 
Angeles City Council violated the Ralph M. Brown Act and the United States and 
California Constitutions by excluding members of the general public from speaking at the 
public meetings by: 

a. Refusing to allow all interested persons to comment on Item No. 3 
related to the questionable “amendment” made by Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell; 

b. Adopting improper and unreasonable time limits on general public 
comment to the speakers who were called on and given the opportunity, including 
limiting each speaker to one minute, and by treating multiple-item speakers 
differently than single-item speakers, by forcing them to speak on all items in a 
single period at the beginning of the meeting, instead of during the consideration of 
the item of business they are commenting on; 

c. Not calling on members of the public who are generally more critical 
of the City, for the improper purpose of prohibiting public criticism of the City and 
its unlawful actions; 

d. Not calling on members of the public when the Councilmember 
and/or his staff had knowledge of the viewpoints held by many members of the 


public who do not agree with said Councilmember; 
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e. Failing to post material information to the May 4, 2021 PLUM 
agenda which subsequently incorrectly advanced the item to the June 2, 2021 City 
Council meeting for approval under false pretenses. 

f. Misclassifying agenda Item No. 3 under “Items for which Public 
Hearings Have Been Held”. 

g. Calling Item No. 3 “Special”, and by doing so, acknowledging the 
defect, opening the comment period for one lone speaker - Councilmember Mitch 
O'Farrell — who spoke on his own behalf, while continuing to misinform the public. 

2. This Court issue a nullification of the action taken on Item No. 3 at the June 
2,2021 meeting, pursuant to Govt. Code $ 54960.1; 

3. This Court issue a permanent injunction and/or a peremptory writ of mandate 
prohibiting the City of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles City Council from: 

a. Prohibiting interested persons who call in and who have followed the 
instructions on the agenda for public speaking, from commenting on any item of business 
listed on the posted agenda; 

b. Implementing improper and unreasonably limits on public comment, 
including limiting each speaker to one minute per agenda item, and to three minutes per 
speaker, and by forcing multiple-item speakers to speak on all items in a single three- 
minute period, at the beginning of the meeting, instead of during the consideration of the 
item of business they are commenting on; 

c. Discriminating against members of the public based upon their 
viewpoints on matters of public concern. 

4. This Court find Councilmember Mitch O”Farrell guilty of a misdemeanor 
pursuant to Government. Code § 54959; 

5. This Court issue a peremptory writ of mandate, without a hearing or further 
notice, immediately directing the actions adopted by the Los Angeles City Council at its 


June 2, 2021 meeting under Item No. 3 of the agenda are null and void; or, in the 
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VERIFICATION 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 


) SS: 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES  ) 


I, ANNIE SPERLING, declare as follows: 

I am over the age of 18 and am a party to this action. I have read the foregoing 
First Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory and 
Injunctive Relief and am familiar with is contents. The same is true of my own 
knowledge, except as to those matters which are therein stated on information and belief, 
and, as to those matters, I believe them to be true. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. Executed at Los Angeles California this 11th day of August 


2021. 


(c DocuSigned by: 
3786F89DDA2E48C.. 


ANNIE SPERLING 
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VERIFICATION 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) SS: 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES  ) 


I, CAROL CETRONE, declare as follows: 

I am a Board member of THE SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST, and, as 
such, I am authorized to execute this Verification on its behalf. I have read the 
foregoing First Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for 
Declaratory and Injunctive Relief and am familiar with its contents. The same is true of 
my own knowledge, except as to those matters which are therein stated on information 
and belief, and, as to those matters, I believe them to be true. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct. Executed at Los Angeles California this 11th day of August 


2021. 


DocuSigned by: 


carol utrene 
9FE17B4F7A124D8... 


CAROL CETRONE for 
THE SILVER LAKE HERITAGE TRUST 
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(604-PAGE CHC NOMINATION € STAFF REPORT) 


https: //lacity.primegov.com/meeting/attachment/379417 .pdf?name=Attachment 
to Report dated 01262021 - Staff Report 01_26_2021 


EXHIBIT B 
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(AUDIO RECORDING OF DECEMBER 17, 2020 CULTURAL 
HERITAGE COMMISSION HEARING) 


https://planning lacity.org/StaffR pt/Audios/CHC/2020/12-17-2020/07 
CHC-2020-5524.mp3 


EXHIBIT C 


CITY PLANNING CITY OF LOS ANGELES 


200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 272 CALIFORNIA 
Los ANGELES, CA 90012-4801 


CULTURAL HERITAGE COMMISSION 


RICHARD BARRON 
PRESIDENT 


GAIL KENNARD 
VICE PRESIDENT 





PILAR BUELNA 


DIANE KANNER 
BARRY MILOFSKY 
COMMISSION OFFICE ERIC GARCETTI 
(213) 978-1300 MAYOR 


January 26, 2021 

Los Angeles City Council 

c/o Office of the City Clerk 
City Hall, Room 395 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attention: PLUM Committee 


Dear Honorable Members: 


TAIX FRENCH RESTAURANT; 1911-1929 WEST SUNSET BOULEVARD; 
RESERVOIR STREET; CHC-2020-5524-HCM; ENV-2020-5525-CE; CD-13 


EXECUTIVE OFFICES 


VINCEN 


2 
KEVIN 


P. BERTONI, AICP 
DIRECTOR 
3) 978-1271 


J. KELLER, AICP 


EXECUTIVE OFFICER 


(2 


3) 978-1272 


LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 





(2 





http://p 


3) 978-1274 


anning.lacity.org 


1910-2018 WEST 


At its meeting of December 17, 2020, the Cultural Heritage Commission took the actions below to include 
Taix French Restaurant in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments, subject to adoption by the City Council: 


1. Determined that the proposed designation is categorically exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, 


Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines; 


2. Determined that the property conforms with the definition of a Monument pursuant to Section 


22.171.7 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code; 


3. Recommended that the City Council consider Taix French Restaurant for inclusion in the list of 


Historic-Cultural Monuments; and 
4. Adopted the attached amended Findings of the Commission. 


The Commission vote was as follows: 


Moved: Kanner 
Seconded: Milofsky 

Ayes: Barron, Kennard 
Absent: Buelna 

Vote: 4-0 


James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant Il 
Cultural Heritage Commission 
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The Cultural Heritage Commission would appreciate your inclusion of the subject property to the list of Historic- 
Cultural Monuments. 

Time for Council to Act: The Commission action is hereby transmitted to the City Council for consideration. 
Pursuant to Section 22.171.10(f) of the Los Angeles Administrative Code, the Council may approve or disapprove 
in whole or in part an application or initiation for a proposed designation of a Monument. The Council shall act in 
90-days of the public hearing held before the Commission on the proposed designation. The City Council may 
unilaterally extend the 90-day time limit to act for a maximum of 15 days for good cause. With written consent of 
the owner, the time for the City Council to act may be extended by up to an additional 60 days. If the Council does 
not act on the application or initiation within this specified time limit, the application or initiation to designate a 
Monument shall be deemed to have been denied. 


Enclosure: Amended Findings of the Cultural Heritage Commission, Staff Report, Mailing List 
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TAIX FRENCH RESTAURANT 
1911-1929 West Sunset Boulevard; 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street 
CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
ENV-2020-5525-CE 


FINDINGS 


(As Amended by the Cultural Heritage Commission on December 17, 2020) 


e Taix French Restaurant “exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, 
economic or social history of the nation, state, city or community” as the long-time location 
of Taix French Restaurant, a business that bears a significant association with the 
commercial identity of Los Angeles. 


DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 





Los Angeles has a wide range of long-term businesses that have served residents, visitors, and 
tourists for decades and have made important contributions to the commercial history of Los 
Angeles. SurveyLA identifies several eligibility standards for evaluating properties for historic 
significance under the theme of “Commercial Identity, 1920-1980.” These include evaluating 
whether a property “is associated with a business that made an important contribution to 
commercial growth and development in Los Angeles” and whether it “is the founding or the long- 
term location of a business significant in commercial history.” The subject property has served as 
the location for Taix French Restaurant, a business established in 1927, for nearly 60 years. In 
Los Angeles and elsewhere, well-established and long-lived businesses, such as Taix French 
Restaurant, take on important social qualities and over time, they often organically mature into 
iconic and revered cultural institutions. Their endurance becomes ingrained into a neighborhood’s 
collective memory and plays an integral role in defining a community’s sense of cultural and 
commercial identity. Since 1962, Taix French Restaurant has remained in continuous operation 
at its location in Echo Park. Over the course of its nine decades in business, the restaurant has 
become known for serving country French dishes in its stylish, dimly lit dining rooms and a cocktail 
lounge. Its banquet rooms have often been used as gathering places for large parties, especially 
before and after games at nearby Dodger Stadium. Taix French Restaurant is considered a legacy 
business and a beloved community institution, earning it a reputation as one of Los Angeles’ most 
iconic dining establishments. 


Although the property has experienced some interior and exterior alterations since Taix relocated 
to the subject property in 1962, all changes are associated with the restaurant’s growth over time 
and are compatible with the original continental dining design intent. 





CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (“CEQA”) FINDINGS 


State of California CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 “consists of actions taken 
by regulatory agencies, as authorized by state or local ordinance, to assure the maintenance, 
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CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
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restoration, enhancement, or protection of the environment where the regulatory process involves 
procedures for protection of the environment.” 


State of California CEQA Guidelines Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 “consists of projects 
limited to maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation 
or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic buildings.” 


The designation of Taix French Restaurant as an Historic-Cultural Monument in accordance with 
Chapter 9, Article 1, of The City of Los Angeles Administrative Code (“LAAC”) will ensure that 
future construction activities involving the subject property are regulated in accordance with 
Section 22.171.14 of the LAAC. The purpose of the designation is to prevent significant impacts 
to a Historic-Cultural Monument through the application of the standards set forth in the LAAC. 
Without the regulation imposed by way of the pending designation, 








The Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation are expressly incorporated into tl 


he LAAC and provide 
standards SUN: the neh u“ construction actvitos O 


The City of Los Angeles has determined based on the whole of the administrative record, that 
substantial evidence supports that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Section 15331, Class 31, and none of 
the exceptions to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 applies. 
The project was found to be exempt based on the following: 


The use of Categorical Exemption Class 8 in connection with the proposed 
designation is consistent with the goals of maintaining, restoring, enhancing, and 
protecting the environment through the imposition of regulations designed to 
prevent the degradation of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 


The use of Categorical Exemption Class 31 in connection with the proposed 
designation is consistent with the goals relating to the preservation, rehabilitation, 
restoration and reconstruction of historic buildings and sites in a manner consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties. 


Categorical Exemption ENV-2020-5525-CE was prepared on November 13, 2020. 
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ees 


MITCH O "FARRELL 


Councilmember 
13th District 





May 3, 2021 


Chair Marqueece Harris-Dawson and Honorable Members of the 
Planning & Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee 

Los Angeles City Hall 

200 N. Spring St., Room 395 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 


RE: Taix Historic Cultural Monument Designation (21-0119) 

Dear Chair Harris-Dawson & Honorable Members of the PLUM Committee: 

| am writing to convey Councilmember O'Farrell's support for the designation of the Taix site. 
Taix restaurant has been operating in the City of Los Angeles since 1926 and its current location 
since 1962. The City has twice recognized the intangible elements of culture and community 
despite changes in the location, building, dining format, service style, menu and décor. It is a 


cultural resource that many Angelenos hold dear. It is for this reason that Taix should be 
designated. 


This designation, however, should not be an impediment to Taix’s ability to evolve, as it has done 
for nearly a century. As such, Councilmember O'Farrell 

that is found as 
an attachment to this letter. 


Thank.you for your consideration. 


ar 


Planning Director 
Thirteenth Council District 


Attachment: Taix Modified and Supplemented Findings 
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ATTACHMENT: TAIX MODIFIED AND SUPPLEMENTED FINDINGS 


Council District Thirteen recommends that the City Council adopt the following findings, which 
modify and supplement the Cultural Heritage Commission's January 26, 2021 Final Letter of 
Determination, as follows: 


On December 17, 2020, the City's Cultural Heritage Commission conducted a public hearing to 
consider the nomination of the site, where the Taix Restaurant is located, as a City of Los Angeles 
Historic-Cultural Monument, under Criterion 1 (identified with important events of national, state, 
or local history) and Criterion 3 (distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of 
construction) of the City's Cultural Heritage Ordinance. 


SurveyLA, the citywide historic resources survey, identified the Taix Restaurant as potentially 
“individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation,” as “significant in 
the area of commerce as the founding or long-term location of a business that made a significant 
contribution to the commercial history of Los Angeles.” 


Taix French Restaurant has been twice recognized by the City of Los Angeles for theses 
intangible elements of culture and community despite repeated changes in its location, building, 
dining format, service style, menu and décor over the years — as a cultural resource that remains 
dear to the hearts of many Angelenos, consistent with the Criterion No. 1 related to the 
restaurant's "board cultural, economic, and social history”. 


After conducting its public hearing and considering the evidence in the administrative record, the 
Cultural Heritage Commission found that Taix Restaurant does not meet Criterion 3 of the Cultural 
Heritage Ordinance. The Commission found that the architectural quality of Taix Restaurant is 
negligible on the exterior and interior. The current Taix French Restaurant building is an amalgam 
of styles and additions to the building that existed at the property prior to Taix Restaurant's 
location there in 1962. The building is not an example of the French Normandy architectural style. 
The interior of the restaurant was reconfigured in 1969 and extensively remodeled in the late 
1980's through the 2000's. The restaurant's continental-themed interior appointments, such as 
carpeted floors, drapery, acoustic drop ceilings, upholstered booths, chandeliers, large mirrored 
panels, and painted wall murals date from the last 25 years and are not historically significant 


The Cultural Heritage Commission unanimously voted to limit its designation recommendation for 
Taix Restaurant to only significance under Criterion 1 (“exemplifies the broad cultural, economic 
or social history of the nation, state, city or community”), and expressed a desire to permit the 
owner to make necessary changes to Taix Restaurant to enable it to continue as a legacy 
business. 


In order to continue over its nearly 100 years in business, Taix Restaurant has previously been 
required to adapt and repeatedly change. Yet despite the many changes, the Taix family has 
successfully maintained the continuity of the restaurant and its significance as a Los Angeles 
cultural institution. The Taix family has informed the City that the revenues of the restaurant can 
no longer support the overhead associated with its current property, over-sized building, and aged 
and outdated infrastructure. Accordingly, preservation of the Taix French Restaurant as a 
historic-cultural resource and legacy business requires that it be able to respond to economic and 
social challenges that compel changes in its current physical premises. 
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Section 22.171.10(f) of the City's Cultural Heritage Ordinance authorizes the City Council to 
approve or disapprove, in whole or part, the designation of a Historic-Cultural Monument, 
including any site, building or structure. The City Council finds and determines that the subject 
site and the Taix Restaurant are significant under Criterion 1 only. The Council finds that the Taix 
Restaurant building (and its interior and exterior architecture and décor) are not architecturally or 
historically significant. 
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EXHIBIT E 


PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 


Tuesday, May 4, 2021 


JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER, ROOM 340, CITY HALL - 2:00 PM 
200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 


MEMBERS: COUNCILMEMBER MARQUEECE HARRIS-DAWSON, CHAIR 
COUNCILMEMBER GILBERT A. CEDILLO 
COUNCILMEMBER BOB BLUMENFIELD 
COUNCILMEMBER MARK RIDLEY-THOMAS 
COUNCILMEMBER JOHN S. LEE 


Armando Bencomo - Legislative Assistant - (213) 978-1080 
(Questions can be submitted to clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org) 


In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns over COVID-19, this 
Los Angeles City Council committee meeting will be conducted telephonically. 


The audio for this meeting is broadcast live on the internet at https://clerk.lacity.org/calendar. The live audio can also be 
heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471-CITY (Westside) and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro 
Area). If the live audio is unavailable via one of these channels, members of the public should try one of the other channels. 


Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, consistent with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay 
Services for the hearing impaired, please see the information located at the end of this agenda. 


Submit written comment at LACouncilComment.com 


Click for agenda packets 





Note: For information regarding the Committee and its operations, please contact the Committee Legislative Assistant 
at the phone number and/or email address listed above. The Legislative Assistant may answer questions and provide 
materials and notice of matters scheduled before the City Council. Sign Language Interpreters, Communication Access 
Real-Time Transcription (CART), Assistive Listening Devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or services may be provided 
upon request. To ensure availability, you are advised to make your request at least 72 hours prior to the meeting/event 
you wish to attend. Due to difficulties in securing Sign Language Interpreters, five or more business days notice is strongly 
recommended. For additional information, please contact the Legislative Assistant listed above. 
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Notice to Paid Representatives: If you are compensated to monitor, attend, or speak at this meeting, City law may require 
you to register as a lobbyist and report your activity. See Los Angeles Municipal Code 48.01 et seq. More information 
is available at ethics.lacity.org/lobbying. For assistance, please contact the Ethics Commission at (213) 978-1960 or 
ethics.commission@lacity.org. 


GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 





MULTIPLE AGENDA ITEM COMMENT 





ITEM(S) 


(1) 20-0246 
CD 11 REQUEST TO CONTINUE TO 5/18/21 


CONTINUED FROM 4/20/21 

Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, and Article 19, 
Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from 
the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of the Chili Bowl 
located at 12244-12248 West Pico Boulevard, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 


Applicant: Adrian Scott Fine, Los Angeles Conservancy 

Owners: David and Katherine M. Manzano, and 12244 Pico, LLC c/o Rohit 
Jain 

Case No. CHC-2019-6975-HCM 

Environmental No. ENV-2019-6976-CE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: Yes. 





For: 
West Los Angeles Neighborhood Council 


(2) 15-1107 
City Administrative Officer report relative to authorizing the Director of 
Planning, or designee, to execute a First Amendment to Contract Nos. 
C-126625, C-126627, C-126628, C-126629, C-126630, C-126637, and 
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C-126642; and a Second Amendment to Contract No. C-126635, for the 
continued provision of planning, urban design, landscape architecture, 
architecture and/or project management, and economic analysis services; 
to establish the total not-to-exceed compensation limits in the cumulative 
amount of $5,076,700; and, retroactively extend the contract terms by 24 
months from November 12, 2020 through November 11, 2022, for a total 
contract term of seven years. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: Yes 





Financial Policies Statement: Yes 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(3) 21-0282 
CD 6 TIME LIMIT AND LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION: 5/26/21 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, No. ENV-2016-4617-MND, Mitigation 
Measures, and related California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
findings, report from the Los Angeles City Planning Commission, 
Resolution relative to a proposed General Plan Amendment to change the 
land use designation from Low Medium | Residential to Neighborhood 
Commmercial within the Mission Hills-Panorama City-North Hills 
Community Plan, and draft Ordinance relative to effectuating a Vesting 
Zone change from [T][Q]RD3-1 to (T)(Q)C1-1, pursuant to Sections 12.32 
F and Q of the Los Angeles Municipal Code; for the demolition of one 
duplex, and the construction, use, and maintenance of a three-story, 
maximum 35-feet in height, 36-unit mixed use building; the Project 
consisting of 1,060 square feet of ground floor commercial space and 
residential and commercial parking and two stories (37,680 square feet) of 
residential above, totaling 66,760 square feet on a 32,675 square foot lot; 
will provide two one-bedroom units, 20 two-bedroom units, and 14 three- 
bedroom units; and, will set aside three units for Very Low Income 
Households and two units for Extremely Low Income Households as 
required by Los Angeles Municpal Code (LAMC) Section 11.5.11 (Measure 
JJJ); a total of 71 vehicle parking spaces, which includes 65 residential and 
6 commercial spaces, will be provided; and, a total of 46 bicycle parking 
spaces will also be provided, including 40 long-term spaces and 6 short- 
term spaces; vehicular access to the Project site will be from one driveway 
on Van Nuys Place to the north and one driveway on Vesper Avenue to 
the east; the Project will also provide 3,872 square feet of landscaping 
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(4) 


(5) 


20-1594 
CD 4 


20-1617 


and 6,690 square feet of open space, including a 2,865 square foot rear 
yard with a tot lot, 3,690 square foot courtyard, 365 square foot gym, and 
600 square foot recreation room; and 10 non-protected trees proposed for 
removal; for the properties located at 9701-9707 North Vesper Avenue, 
subject to Conditions of Approval. 

Applicant: Bobby Younessi, Western Paradise, LLC 

Representative: Athena Novak, AHN and Associates, LLC 

Case No. CPC-2016-4616-GPAJ-VZCJ 


Environmental No. ENV-2016-4617-MND 


Fiscal Impact Statement: Yes 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





CONTINUED FROM 4/6/21 

Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, and Article 19, 
Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from 
the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of the Seiter 
Residence, located at 2924 North Montcalm Avenue, in the list of Historic- 
Cultural Monuments. 


Applicant: Francesco Carrozzini 

Owner: Pier F. Carrozzini; and Janet L. MacPherson, et al. 
Case No. CHC-2020-5538-HCM 

Environmental No. ENV-2020-5539-CE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 
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CD 15 CONTINUED FROM 4/6/21 
Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental Impact Quality 
Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, 
Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from 
the Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of the Leone's 
Castle, located at 1055-1059 South Walker Avenue, in the list of Historic- 
Cultural Monuments. 


Owner/Applicant: Joanne Adler, Trustee, Adler Trust 
Case No. CHC-2020-5215-HCM 
Environmental No. ENV-2020-5216- CE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(6) 21-0163 
CD 14 Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA), No. 
ENV-2016-4555-SCEA, dated August 20, 2020, Errata to SCEA dated 
February 23, 2021, Errata No. 2 to SCEA dated April 29, 2021, Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, Mitigation Measures, related California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) findings, and reports from the 
Department of City Planning relative to compliance with the CEQA 
requirements for the use of a SCEA, as authorized by Public Resources 
Code (PRC) Section 21155.2, for future consideration of the development 
of the proposed 1024 Mateo Project identified as Planning Case Numbers 
CPC-2016-4554-GPA-VZC-HD-DB-SPR and VTT- 74596; and for the 
determination that the Project is a Transit Priority Project, as defined by 
PRC Section 21155, that has incorporated all feasible mitigation 
measures, performance standards, or criteria set for in prior EIRs, including 
SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS Program EIR SCH No. 2019011061; for the 
demolition of the surface parking lot and the 16,960 square-foot 
maintenance service building, and the construction, use and maintenance 
of a single 257,287 square-foot mixed-use building containing a total of 
106 live/work condominium units and approximately 119,845 square feet 
of commercial space, including 13,979 square feet of retail space, 13,126 
square feet of restaurant space, and 92,740 square-feet of office space; 
with 9 units of the 106 units to be set aside for Very Low Income 
Households; for the properties located at 1000, 1016, and 1026 South 
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Mateo Street; 2006, 2010, 2016, and 2018 East Bay Street; and, 2001, 
2007, 2011, 2015, 2019, and 2023 East Sacramento Street. 

Applicant: Sammi Shaaya, Mateo Arts, LLC 

Representative: Joel Miller, Gensler 

Case Nos. CPC-2016-4554-GPA-VZC-HD-DB-SPR; VTT-74596 
Environmental No. ENV-2016-4555-SCEA 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(7) 21-0476 
Report from the Department of Cannabis Regulation (DCR) and Resolution 
relative to authorizing the Executive Director, DCR, to act on behalf of the 
City to submit a grant proposal, including any amendments thereof, and 
execute a Grant Agreement for a Proposition 64 Public Health and Safety 
Grant administered by the State of California Board of State and 
Community Corrections. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(8) 21-0308 
CD 10 Categorical Exemption (CE) from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15332, Class 32 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, and related CEQA findings; report from the Department of 
City Planning, and an Appeal filed by Margarita Lopez, Coalition For An 
Equitable Westlake/MacArthur Park (Representative: Claudia Medina, 
Law Office of Claudia Medina), from the Director of Planning's 
determination in approving CE No. ENV-2020-2195-CE-1A as the 
environmental clearance for the construction, use, and maintenance of a 
21,480 square foot, six-story, 30-unit residential building, with three units 
reserved for Extremely Low Income Household occupancy for a period of 
55 years, one level of subterranean parking and one level of ground floor 
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(9) 24-0122 
CD 14 


parking, providing a total of 22 on-site automobile parking spaces; and two 
on-site trees, one of which on-site tree is proposed to be removed; for the 
properties located at 316-322 South Catalina Street. 

Applicant/Owner: Shawn Naim, Frontier Acquisitions, LLC 
Representative: Sami Kohanim, Land Use Developers Corp. 
Environmental No. ENV-2020-2195-CE-1A 

Related Case: DIR-2020-2194-TOC-HCA 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





CONTINUED FROM 4/6/21 

Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, 
Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the 
Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of the International 
Institute of Los Angeles, located at 435-455 South Boyle Avenue, in the 
list of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 


Owners: E. Stephen Voss, International Institute of Los Angeles; 
International Institute of Los Angeles 

Applicant: Vivian Escalante, Boyle Heights Community Partners 
Case No. CHC-2020-899-HCM 

Environmental No. ENV-2020-900-CE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 
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(11) 


CD 13 


20-1509 
CD 13 





Categorical Exemption from the California Environmental Impact Quality 
Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, 
Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and 


located at 1911-1929 West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 
West Reservoir Street, 


Owners/Applicants: 1911 Sunset Investors LLC c/o Chris Riha; and 
Raymond M. Taix, et al., c/o Annie Sperling, Silver Lake Heritage Trust 


Case No. CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
Environmental No. ENV-2020-5525-CE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





CONTINUED FROM 3/16/21 

Categorical Exemption (CE) from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15314, Class 14, and 
related CEQA findings, report from the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission (LACPC), and an Appeal filed by Claudia Ruano from the 
determination of the LACPC in approving a Conditional Use to permit the 
operation of a public charter elementary school in the RD5-1 and C2-1 
Zones; involving the construction, use, and maintenance of a new 2,500 
square-foot classroom and approximately 5,700 square-foot outdoor play 
space serving an existing public charter school in the C2-1 and RD5-1 
Zones, for the properties located at 2515 West Beverly Boulevard, 110 
North Coronado Street, and 114-128 North Coronado Street, subject to 
Modified Conditions of Approval. 


Applicant: Katrina Conley, Citizens of the World Charter School 
Representative: Shawn Keltner, Keltner Company 

Case No. CPC-2019-6138-CU-1A 

Environmental No. ENV-2019-6139-CE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: Yes 
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Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 


(12) 21-0022 
CD 13 CONTINUED FROM 4/6/21 

Categorical Exemption pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Article 19, Class 32 and related CEQA findings, 
report from the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC) and 
Appeal filed by Temple CW, LLC (Representative: Stephen Allen 
Jamieson, Attorney Law Office of Solomon, Saltsman and Jamieson) from 
the decision of the LACPC in determining that the Project is exempt from 
CEQA pursuant to Article 19, Class 32 of the CEQA Guidelines, and there 
is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical 
exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies, for the 
construction, use, and maintenance of a new, six-story, 47,000 square foot 
mixed-use building with 72 dwelling units, including seven dwelling units 
set aside for Extremely Low Income Households (or nine percent of the 
proposed density) and with 700 square feet of commercial space; the 
building will be constructed with five residential levels above one ground 
level of parking and commercial use and one level of subterranean parking; 
the Project will provide a total of 72 automobile parking spaces, eight short- 
term and 58 long-term bicycle parking spaces; the Project includes 72 one- 
bedroom units, and a total of 5,794 square feet of open space for residents, 
for the property located at 1614-1626 West Temple Street, subject to 
Conditions of Approval. 


Applicant: Michael Cho 

Representative: Josh Kreger; Craig Lawson and Co., LLC 
Environmental No. ENV-2019-7520-CE-1A 

Related Case No. DIR-2019-7519-TOC-1A 


Fiscal Impact Statement: Yes 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(13) 20-0603 
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CD 13 RELATED TO ITEM 14 


CONTINUED FROM 3/16/21 

Categorical Exemption pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15332, Class 32, report from the Los Angeles 
City Planning Commission (LACPC), and an Appeal filed by Ahmad 
Heydar, Hollywood Villas, LLC on behalf of the Concerned Neighbors of 
Lexington Avenue and La Mirada Avenue Association, in part from the 
determination of the LACPC in determining a Categorical Exemption for 
the Lexington | Project, for the demolition of two existing duplexes, and 
the construction, use, and maintenance of a five-story, 56-foot tall, 21-unit 
multi-family dwelling, to be constructed with four residential levels over one 
at-grade parking level; the Project will provide a total of 29 automobile 
parking spaces, and includes grading resulting in the export of 800 cubic 
yards of soil, for the properties located at 5817-5823 West Lexington 
Avenue. 


Applicant: Daniel Pourbaba, 5817 Lexington, LLC 
Representative: Erika Woods, Diaz Group, LLC 
Case No. DIR-2019-5388-DB-1A 

Environmental No. ENV-2019-5389-CE-1A 


Fiscal Impact Statement: Yes 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(14) 20-0603-S1 
CD 13 RELATED TO ITEM 13 


CONTINUED FROM 3/16/21 

Categorical Exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332, 
Class 32, report from the Los Angeles City Planning Commission (LACPC), 
and an Appeal filed by Doug Haines on behalf La Mirada Avenue 
Neighborhood Association and Concerned Neighbors of Lexington Avenue 
(Representative: Robert Silverstein, The Silverstein Law Firm), in part from 
the determination of the LACPC in determining that the Lexington II Project 
is exempt from CEQA for a Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) 
Affordable Housing Incentive Program, for the demolition of the two 
existing single-family structures with associated accessory structures, and 
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the construction, use and maintenance of a five-story, 56-foot tall, 17-unit 
multi-family dwelling, to be constructed with four residential levels over one 
at-grade parking level; the Project will provide a total of 17 automobile 
parking spaces, for the properties located at 5806-5812 West Lexington 
Avenue. 


Applicant: Daniel Pourbaba, 5806 Lexington, LLC 
Representative: Erika Diaz, Woods, Diaz Group, LLC 
Case No. DIR-2019-7067-TOC-1A 

Environmental No. ENV-2019-5389-CE-1A 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(15) 21-0175 

CD 13 Sustainable Communities Project Exemption (SCPE), No. 
ENV-2020-4929-SCPE, and report from the Department of City Planning 
relative to determining that the proposed Project is statutorily exempt from 
the California Environment Quality Act pursuant to Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Section 21155.1; a Transit Priority Project pursuant to PRC Section 
21155; and, a Sustainable Communities Project that meets all 
requirements of Subdivisions (a) and (b), and one of the requirements of 
Subdivision (c) of PRC Section 21155.1; for the development of 91 
residential units, eight of which would be restricted to Very Low Income 
households, and 10,000 square feet of commercial uses in a six-story 
building over three levels of subterranean parking on a 26,890 square- 
foot (0.62 acre) lot; the Project site is currently improved with a two-story 
commercial building and a surface parking lot, to be demolished to permit 
the construction of the proposed Project; the proposed building to be 
approximately 89 feet in height and contain approximately 80,670 square 
feet of floor area, resulting in a proposed Floor Area Ratio of 3:1; for the 
properties located at 4100 West Sunset Boulevard and 1071-1089 North 
Manzanita Street. 


Applicant: James Frost, Junction Gateway, LLC 


Representative: Dave Rand, Armbruster Goldsmith and Delvac LLP 
Case: CPC-2016-1103-MCUP-DB-SPR 


EXHIBIT E 
Page 11 of 15 


Environmental: ENV-2020-4929-SCPE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(16) 21-0176 

CD 13 Sustainable Communities Project Exemption (SCPE), No. 
ENV-2020-4930-SCPE, and report from the Department of City Planning 
relative to determining that the proposed Project is statutorily exempt from 
the California Environment Quality Act pursuant to Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Section 21155.1; a Transit Priority Project pursuant to PRC Section 
21155; and, a Sustainable Communities Project that meets all 
requirements of Subdivisions (a) and (b), and one of the requirements of 
Subdivision (c) of PRC Section 21155.1; for the development of 108 
residential units, 10 of which would be restricted to Very Low Income 
household; 4,500 square feet of fitness center uses, 999 square feet of 
restaurant uses, and an 850 square-foot community room in a five-story 
mixed-use building over two levels of subterranean parking on a 36,206 
square-foot (0.83 acre) lot; the Project Site is currently improved with a 
motel, a vacant auto shop, one single-family residence, and two duplex 
residences, to be demolished to permit the construction of the proposed 
Project; with the proposed building to be up to 60 feet in height and contain 
up to 101,300 square feet of floor area, resulting in a Floor Area Ratio of 
3:1; for the properties located at 4301-4311 West Sunset Boulevard and 
4300-4314 West Effie Street. 


Applicant: James Frost, Junction Gateway, LLC 

Representative: Dave Rand, Armbruster Goldsmith and Delvac LLP 
Case Nos. CPC-2016-1104-DB-SPR; VTT-74141 

Environmental No. ENV-2020-4930-SCPE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 
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(17) 20-1624 
CD5 CONTINUED FROM 4/6/21 

Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment (SCEA) 
(ENV-2019-5735-SCEA), dated November 2020, Erratum dated February 
2021, Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP), related 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) findings, and reports from 
the Department of City Planning relative to compliance with the CEQA 
requirements for use of a SCEA as authorized pursuant to Public 
Resources Code (PRC) Section 21155.2, by the proposed project 
identified as Planning Case Numbers ZA-2018-3422-ELD-CU-DRB-SPP- 
WDI-SPR; VTT-82107; for the construction of a new 12-story, 176,580 
square-foot Eldercare Facility containing up to 53 Senior Independent 
Housing dwelling units, 77 Assisted Living Care Housing guest rooms, and 
46 Alzheimer's/Dementia Care Housing guest rooms, a new 2,520-square 
foot Fellowship Hall event space for use by an existing Church on the 
project site, and 2,923 square feet of shared space, including a 
multipurpose room, kitchen with pantry, and storage for use by the 
Eldercare Facility and existing Church, and a new two-story, 19,703 square 
foot childcare facility containing classrooms, administrative office space, 
multipurpose/group space, and Church-related administrative offices, the 
demolition of an existing preschool, Fellowship Hall, administrative 
offices, surface parking lot, and a single-family residence, and the retention 
of the existing Church on the project site, for the properties located at 
10822 West Wilshire Boulevard and 10812 West Ashton Avenue. 


Applicant: Stephen Brollier, Belmont Village Senior Living 
Representative: Mark Armbruster, Armbruster Goldsmith and Delvac LLP 
Case Nos. ZA-2018-3422-ELD-CU-DRB-SPP-WDI-SPR; VTT-82107 
Environmental No. ENV-2019-5735-SCEA 


Fiscal Impact Statement: No 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(18) 09-0969-S3 
CONTINUED FROM 4/6/21 
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Reports from the Department of City Planning and City Administrative 
Officer relative to policy recommendations and amending Sections 19.00 
through 19.12 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code for a Comprehensive 
Fee Update to more accurately reflect the cost of providing planning and 
land use services, based on new trends and data collected since the fee 
ordinance was last updated in February 2018 (Ordinance 185432). (Also 
referred to Budget and Finance Committee) 


Fiscal Impact Statement: Yes 





Financial Policies Statement: Yes 





Community Impact Statement: Yes 





Against: 

Hollywood United Neighborhood Council 

Mar Vista Community Council 

Wilshire Center Koreatown Neighborhood Council 
Wilmington Neighborhood Council 

Mid City West Community Council 

Arroyo Seco Neighborhood Council 

Westside Neighborhood Council 

Westwood Neighborhood Council 

Empowerment Congress North Area Neighborhood Development Council 
P.1.C.O. Neighborhood Council 

Bel Air-Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council 


Against, Unless Amended: 

Hollywood Studio District Neighborhood Council 

Del Rey Neighborhood Council 

United Neighborhoods of the Historic Arlington Heights, West Adams, and 
Jefferson Park Communities Neighborhood Council 

Greater Wilshire Neighborhood Council 

Greater Valley Glen Neighborhood Council 


If you challenge this Committee's action(s) in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 


the st score described in this notice, or in written OSE delivered to the = Clerk at or a to, the am ie 
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Materials relative to items on this agenda can be obtained from the Office of the City Clerk's Council File Management System, at 
lacouncilfile.com by entering the Council File number listed immediately following the item number (e.g., 00-0000). 


Telecommunication Relay Services 


Telephone communication is one of the most important forms of communication in society today. Due to advancements in technology, 
telephone devices have evolved with new services and capabilities. Individuals who are deaf and hard of hearing, and individuals with 
a speech disability are following these trends and are rapidly migrating to more advanced telecommunications methods, both for peer- 
to-peer and third-party telecommunications relay service (TRS) communications. 


Telecommunications Relay Service is a telephone service that allows persons with hearing or speech disabilities to place and receive 
telephone calls. TRS is available in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the U.S. territories for local and/or long 
distance calls. TRS providers - generally telephone companies - are compensated for the costs of providing TRS from either a state 
or a federal fund. There is no cost to the TRS user. 


What forms of TRS are available? There are several forms of TRS, depending on the particular needs of the user and the equipment 
available: TRS includes: Text to Voice TIY-Based TRS; Speech-to-Speech Relay Service; Shared Non-English Language Relay 
Service; Captioned Telephone Relay Service; Internet Protocol Relay Service; and Video Relay Service. Please visit this site for detail 
descriptions, https://www.fec.gov/consumers/guides/telecommunications-relay-service-trs. 


Don't hang up! Some people hang up on TRS calls because they think the CA is a telemarketer. If you hear, "Hello. This is the relay 
service .. . " when you pick up the phone, please don't hang up! You are about to talk, through a TRS provider, to a person who is 
deaf, hard-of-hearing, or has a speech disability. 


For more information about FCC programs to promote access to telecommunications services for people with disabilities, visit the FCC's 
Disability Rights Office website. 
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EXHIBIT F 





MITCH O'FARRELL 


Councilmember 
13th District 


May 4, 2021 


Chair Marqueece Harris-Dawson and Honorable Members of the 
Planning & Land Use Management Committee 

200 N. Spring St., Room 395 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 


RE: Taix Historic Cultural Monument Designation (21-0119) 
Dear Chair Harris-Dawson & Honorable Members of the PLUM Committee: 
| am writing to convey Councilmember O'Farrell's support for the designation of the Taix site. 


Taix Restaurant has been operating in the City of Los Angeles since 1926 and its current location 
since 1962. The City has twice recognized the intangible elements of culture and community 
despite changes in the location, building, dining format, service style, menu and décor. It is a 
cultural resource that many Angelenos hold dear. It is for this reason that Taix should be 
designated. 


The designation, however, should not be an impediment to Taix’s ability to evolve, as it has done 
for nearly a century. As such, Councilmember O'Farrell seeks to modify and supplement the 
Cultural Heritage Commission’s January 26, 2021 Final Letter of Determination that is found as 
an attachment to this letter and has been modified from a previous submission. 


laj BA for your consideration. 


Craig a. 
Planning Director 
Thirteen Council District 


Attachment: Taix 5/4/21 Modified Findings 
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ATTACHMENT: TAIX 5/4/21 MODIFIED FINDINGS (WITH ADDED LANGUAGE IN 
BOLD AND UNDERLINE) 


The City Council adopts the following findings, which modify and supplement the 
Cultural Heritage Commission's January 26, 2021 Final Letter of Determination, as 
follows: 


On December 17, 2020, the City's Cultural Heritage Commission conducted a public 
hearing to consider the nomination of the site, where the Taix Restaurant is located, as 
a City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument, under Criterion 1 (identified with 
important events of national, state, or local history) and Criterion 3 (distinctive 
characteristics of a style, type, period or method of construction) of the City's Cultural 
Heritage Ordinance. 


SurveyLA, the citywide historic resources survey, identified the Taix Restaurant as 
potentially “individually eligible for local listing or designation through survey evaluation,” 
as “significant in the area of commerce as the founding or long-term location of a 
business that made a significant contribution to the commercial history of Los Angeles.” 


Taix French Restaurant has been twice recognized by the City of Los Angeles for 
theses intangible elements of culture and community despite repeated changes in its 
location, building, dining format, service style, menu and décor over the years — as a 
cultural resource that remains dear to the hearts of many Angelenos, consistent with the 
Criterion No. 1 related to the restaurant's “board cultural, economic, and social history”. 


After conducting its public hearing and considering the evidence in the administrative 
record, the Cultural Heritage Commission found that Taix Restaurant does not meet 
Criterion 3 of the Cultural Heritage Ordinance. The Commission found that the 
architectural quality of Taix Restaurant is negligible on the exterior and interior. The 
current Taix French Restaurant building is an amalgam of styles and additions to the 
building that existed at the property prior to Taix Restaurant's location there in 1962. 
The building is not an example of the French Normandy architectural style. The interior 
of the restaurant was reconfigured in 1969 and extensively remodeled in the late 1980's 
through the 2000's. The restaurant's continental-themed interior appointments, such as 
carpeted floors, drapery, acoustic drop ceilings, upholstered booths, chandeliers, large 
mirrored panels, and painted wall murals date from the last 25 years and are not 
historically significant. 


The Cultural Heritage Commission unanimously voted to limit its designation 
recommendation for Taix Restaurant to only significance under Criterion 1 (“exemplifies 
the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, state, city or community”), 
and expressed a desire to permit the owner to make necessary changes to Taix 
Restaurant to enable it to continue as a legacy business. 


In order to continue over ¡ts nearly 100 years in business, Taix Restaurant has 

previously been required to adapt and repeatedly change. Yet despite the many 

changes, the Taix family has successfully maintained the continuity of the restaurant EXHIBIT F 
Page 2 of 3 


20642769.1 
225322-10008 


and its significance as a Los Angeles cultural institution. The Taix family has informed 
the City that the revenues of the restaurant can no longer support the overhead 
associated with its current property, over-sized building, and aged and outdated 
infrastructure. Accordingly, preservation of the Taix French Restaurant as a historic- 
cultural resource and legacy business requires that it be able to respond to economic 
and social challenges that compel changes in its current physical premises. 


Section 22.171.10(f) of the City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance authorizes the City 
Council to approve or disapprove, in whole or part, the designation of a Historic-Cultural 
Monument, including any site, building or structure. The City Council finds and 
determines that the subject site and the Taix Restaurant are significant under Criterion 1 
only. The Council finds that the Taix Restaurant building (and its interior and exterior 
architecture and décor) are not architecturally or historically significant; provided, 
however, that the City Council identifies the following physical features of the 
Taix Restaurant that should be preserved in order to convey the restaurant’s 
historic significance and justify its designation as a Historic-Cultural Monument 
as well as its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources: (i) The red and white east-facing Taix billboard sign alon Reservoir 
; (ii) the vertical red and white ‘Cocktails’ sign along Sunset Boulevard: and 


(iii) the restaurant’s original cherry wood bar top. 








20642769.1 ) 
225322-10008 
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President 
NURY MARTINEZ, Sixth District 


President Pro Tempore 
JOE BUSCAINO, Fifteenth District 


Assistant President Pro Tempore 
VACANT 


PUBLIC COMMENT 





AGENDA 


LOS ANGELES CITY 
COUNCIL 


Wednesday, June 2, 2021 


10:00 AM 


JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL 
CHAMBER 


ROOM 340, CITY HALL 


200 NORTH SPRING STREET, LOS 
ANGELES, CA 90012 


Submit written comment at 


LACouncilComment.com 


GILBERT A. CEDILLO, First District 
PAUL KREKORIAN, Second District 
BOB BLUMENFIELD, Third District 
NITHYA RAMAN, Fourth District 

PAUL KORETZ, Fifth District 

MONICA RODRIGUEZ, Seventh District 
MARQUEECE HARRIS-DAWSON, Eighth District 
CURREN D. PRICE, JR., Ninth District 
MARK RIDLEY-THOMAS, Tenth District 
MIKE BONIN, Eleventh District 

JOHN S. LEE, Twelfth District 

MITCH O'FARRELL, Thirteenth District 
KEVIN DE LEON, Fourteenth District 





In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns over COVID-19, the 
City Council meeting will be conducted entirely telephonically. 


Wednesday 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS ARE BROADCAST LIVE ON CABLE TELEVISION CHANNEL 35 AND ON THE INTERNET 


AT: HTTPS:/CLERK.LACITY.ORG/CALENDAR| LIVE COUNCIL MEETINGS CAN ALSO BE HEARD AT: (213) 621- 
CITY (METRO), (818) 904-9450 (VALLEY), (310) 471-CITY (WESTSIDE) AND (310) 547-CITY (SAN PEDRO AREA) 





Members of the public who wish to offer public comment to the Council should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID 
No. 160 535 8466 and then press #. Press # again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, 
press *9 to request to speak. 


Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, consistent with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay 
Services for the hearing impaired, please see the information located on page 2 of this agenda. 


Telecommunication Relay Services 


Telephone communication is one of the most important forms of communication in society today. Due to advancements 
in technology, telephone devices have evolved with new services and capabilities. Individuals who are deaf and hard of 
hearing, and individuals with a speech disability are following these trends and are rapidly migrating to more advanced 
telecommunications methods, both for peer-to-peer and third-party telecommunications relay service (TRS) 
communications. 


Telecommunications Relay Service is a telephone service that allows persons with hearing or speech disabilities to place 
and receive telephone calls. TRS is available in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the U.S. territories 
for local and/or long distance calls. TRS providers - generally telephone companies - are compensated for the costs of 
providing TRS from either a state or a federal fund. There is no cost to the TRS user. 


What forms of TRS are available? There are several forms of TRS, depending on the particular needs of the user and the 
equipment available: TRS includes: Text to Voice TIY-Based TRS; Speech-to-Speech Relay Service; Shared Non-English 
Language Relay Service; Captioned Telephone Relay Service; Internet Protocol Relay Service; and Video Relay Service. 
Please visit this site for detail descriptions, https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/guides/telecommunications-rela 








Don't hang up! Some people hang up on TRS calls because they think the CA is a telemarketer. If you hear, "Hello. This 
is the relay service .. ." when you pick up the phone, please don't hang up! You are about to talk, through a TRS provider, 
to a person who is deaf, hard-of-hearing, or has a speech disability. 


For more information about FCC programs to promote access to telecommunications services for people with disabilities, 
visit the FCC's Disability Rights Office website. 


SE OFRECE UN SERVICIO DE TRADUCCION AL ESPANOL EN TODAS LAS REUNIONES DEL CONSEJO 
MUNICIPAL 
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BASIC CITY COUNCIL MEETING RULES 


AGENDAS - The City Council meets Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday at 10:00 A.M. The agendas for City Council 
meetings contain a brief general description of those items to be considered at the meetings. Council Agendas are 
available in the Office of the City Clerk, Council and Public Services Division, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and on the City's website at Jacity.org} or lacouncilcalendar.coml 





Ten (10) members of the Council constitute a quorum for the transaction of business. The Council may consider an item 
not listed on the agenda only if it is determined by a two-thirds (10) vote that the need for action arose after the posting 
of an Agenda. Some items on the agenda may be approved without any discussion, however, any item may be called 
"special" by a Councilmember. If an item is called "special" it will be "held" until the remainder of the items on the Council 
agenda have been acted on by the Council. An item may also be called "special" if a member of the public has requested 
to speak on the item and a public hearing was not previously held. 


The City Clerk will announce the items to be considered by the Council, however items will be grouped. For example, all 
items for which required public hearings have not previously been held are listed in one section on the printed agenda. 
The Council President will ask if any Councilmember or member or the public wishes to speak on one or more of these 
items. If anyone wishes to speak on an item, it will be called "special". The remaining items in this section will be voted 
on by Council with one roll call vote. 





PUBLIC INPUT AT CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS - An opportunity for the public to address the Council on agenda items 
for which public hearings have not been held will be provided at the time the item is considered or during the Multiple 
Agenda Item Comment period. Members of the public who wish to speak on items shall be allowed to speak for up to 
one minute per item up to a total of three minutes per meeting. The Council has determined that a cumulative total of 20 
minutes is a reasonable minimum amount of time for the Multiple Agenda Item segment of each regular meeting. 


The Council will also provide an opportunity for the public to speak on public interest items. Each speaker shall be limited 
to one minute of general public comment each regular meeting for a cumulative total of ten (10) minutes. The Council 
shall not discuss or take action relative to any general public comment. 


If you wish to provide documents to the full Council for consideration on an item, please present the Sergeant-At-Arms 
with 35 copies. Otherwise, your materials will simply be added to the official record. 





COUNCIL DISCUSSION AND TIME LIMITS - Councilmembers requesting to address the Council will be recognized 
by the Council President in the order requested. For any item, the Chairperson of the Committee, or the maker of the 
original motion, or the member calling a matter "special" shall have up to six (6) minutes to discuss the item. All other 
Councilmembers may speak up to three (3) minutes each on the matter. After all members desiring to speak on a question 
have had an opportunity to be heard once, the time for each Member desiring to speak again shall be limited to a maximum 
of three (3) minutes. 


A motion calling the "previous question" may be introduced by any member during a Council debate. If adopted, this 
motion will terminate debate on a matter and the Chair will instruct the Clerk to call the roll on the matter. 


VOTING AND DISPOSITION OF ITEMS - Most items require a majority vote of the entire membership of the Council (8 
members). ltems which have not been discussed in a Council Committee and have been placed directly on the agenda 
will require 10 votes to consider. Once considered, these items will normally require eight (8) affirmative votes to be 
adopted. Ordinances require a unanimous vote (at least 12 members must be present) in order to be adopted on first 
consideration. If an ordinance does not receive the necessary unanimous vote, it is laid over one calendar week. The 
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votes required for approval on second consideration vary and depend upon the type of ordinance, but a typical ordinance 
requires eight (8) affirmative votes upon second consideration. 


NOTICE TO PAID REPRESENTATIVES - If you are compensated to monitor, attend, or speak at this meeting, City 
law may require you to register as a lobbyist and report your activity. See Los Angeles Municipal Code 48.01 et seq. 
More information is available at fethics.lacity.org/lobbying| For assistance, please contact the Ethics Commission at (213) 
978-1960 or ethics.commission@lacity.org. 















COUNCIL DISCUSSION AND TIME LIMITS - Councilmembers requesting to address the Council will be recognized 
by the Council President in the order requested. For any item, the Chairperson of the Committee, or the maker of the 
original motion, or the member calling a matter "special" shall have up to six (6) minutes to discuss the item. All other 
Councilmembers may speak up to three (3) minutes each on the matter. After all members desiring to speak on a question 
have had an opportunity to be heard once, the time for each Member desiring to speak again shall be limited to a maximum 
of three (3) minutes. 


A motion calling the "previous question" may be introduced by any member during a Council debate. If adopted, this 
motion will terminate debate on a matter and the Chair will instruct the Clerk to call the roll on the matter. 


VOTING AND DISPOSITION OF ITEMS - Most items require a majority vote of the entire membership of the Council (8 
members). ltems which have not been discussed in a Council Committee and have been placed directly on the agenda 
will require 10 votes to consider. Once considered, these items will normally require eight (8) affirmative votes to be 
adopted. Ordinances require a unanimous vote (at least 12 members must be present) in order to be adopted on first 
consideration. If an ordinance does not receive the necessary unanimous vote, it is laid over one calendar week. The 
votes required for approval on second consideration vary and depend upon the type of ordinance, but a typical ordinance 
requires eight (8) affirmative votes upon second consideration. 


When debate on an item is completed, the Chair will instruct the Clerk to "call the roll". Every member present must vote 
for or against each item; abstentions are not permitted. The Clerk will announce the votes on each item. Any member 
of Council may move to "reconsider" any vote on any item on the agenda, except to adjourn, suspend the Rules, or 
where an intervening event has deprived the Council of jurisdiction, providing that said member originally voted on the 
prevailing side of the item. The motion to "reconsider" shall only be in order once during the meeting, and once during the 
next regular meeting. The member requesting reconsideration shall identify for all members present the agenda number, 
Council file number and subject matter previously voted upon. A motion to reconsider is not debatable and shall require 
an affirmative vote of eight (8) members of the Council. 


When the Council has failed by sufficient votes to approve or reject an item, and has not lost jurisdiction over the matter, 
or has not caused it to be continued beyond the next regular meeting, the item is continued to the next regular meeting 
for the purpose of allowing the Council to again vote on the matter. 


The City Council rules provide that all items adopted by the Council will not be presented to the Mayor, or other designated 
officer by the City Clerk until the adjournment of the regular Council meeting following the date of the Council action. 
A motion to send an item "forthwith" if adopted by ten (10) votes, suspends these rules and requires the City Clerk to 
forward the matter to the Mayor, or other officer, without delay. 


When debate on an item is completed, the Chair will instruct the Clerk to "call the roll". Every member present must vote 
for or against each item; abstentions are not permitted. The Clerk will announce the votes on each item. Any member 
of Council may move to "reconsider" any vote on any item on the agenda, except to adjourn, suspend the Rules, or 
where an intervening event has deprived the Council of jurisdiction, providing that said member originally voted on the 
prevailing side of the item. The motion to "reconsider" shall only be in order once during the meeting, and once during the 
next regular meeting. The member requesting reconsideration shall identify for all members present the agenda number, 
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Council file number and subject matter previously voted upon. A motion to reconsider is not debatable and shall require 
an affirmative vote of eight (8) members of the Council. 


When the Council has failed by sufficient votes to approve or reject an item, and has not lost jurisdiction over the matter, 
or has not caused it to be continued beyond the next regular meeting, the item is continued to the next regular meeting 
for the purpose of allowing the Council to again vote on the matter. 


The City Council rules provide that all items adopted by the Council will not be presented to the Mayor, or other designated 
officer by the City Clerk until the adjournment of the regular Council meeting following the date of the Council action. 
A motion to send an item "forthwith" if adopted by ten (10) votes, suspends these rules and requires the City Clerk to 
forward the matter to the Mayor, or other officer, without delay. 


RULE 16 MOTIONS - Council Rule No. 16, in part, allows a member to send an item directly to the Council without it 
having to go to a Council Committee first, by giving the City Clerk a motion (seconded by an additional member) during 
a Council session to be placed on the next regular available Council agenda. 
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Los Angeles City Council Agenda 

Wednesday, June 2, 2021 

JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER ROOM 340, CITY HALL 200 NORTH SPRING STREET, 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 - 10:00 AM 








Roll Call 

Approval of the Minutes 

Commendatory Resolutions, Introductions and Presentations 
Multiple Agenda Item Comment 

Public Testimony of Non-agenda Items Within Jurisdiction of Council 


Items for which Public Hearings Have Been Held 


(1) 21-0416 
PERSONNEL, AUDITS, AND ANIMAL WELFARE COMMITTEE 
REPORT relative to approval of retention premiums and minimum step 
hiring for critical Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 
Classifications. 


Recommendation for Council action: 


APPROVE the following retention premium and advanced step hiring 
authority: 


1. A two-level retention premium of 5.5 percent per year, for three years, 
for incumbent Electrical Service Managers, Transmission and 
Distribution Supervisors, Water Utility Superintendents, and Water 
Service Managers that are eligible for full retirement (i.e. 30 years of 
service and 55 years of age) with said premium to sunset three years 
after LADWP implementation as a means of affording the LADWP the 
ability to retain incumbents of the above classifications that are 
retirement-eligible for a period of time sufficient to retain and develop 
their potential replacements and serving as an incentive to attract 
retirement eligible supervisors early enough to lessen the impact of 
the overtime and/or double time earnings they would be forfeiting by 
joining the management ranks. 


2. Minimum step placement to step four of the five step salary range as 
a means of resolving difficulties that the LADWP is experiencing in 
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15-1320-S1 
CD 13 


Wednesday 


attracting candidates with the requisite knowledge, skills and abilities 
to promote to the management level classifications with said minimum 
step placement offseting the loss of overtime compensation in relation 
to base salary and the length of time that it takes to reach the top of 
the salary range of the new position. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the LADWP. Neither the City 
Adminsitrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 








Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 


CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION (MND), ADDENDUM, PLANNING AND LAND USE 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT, and ORDINANCE FIRST 
CONSIDERATION relative to a Conditional Use Permit Appeal and Zone 
Change for the properties located at 1523-1541 North Wilcox Avenue. 


Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. FIND that, based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, 
after consideration of the whole of the administrative record, the 
Project was assessed in MND No. ENV-2014-3707-MND-REC-1, 
adopted on September 10, 2015; and, pursuant to California 
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines 15162 and 15164, as supported 
by the Addendum dated October 2020 (ENV-2014-3707-MND- 
REC2), no major revisions are required to the MND; and, no 
subsequent Environmental Impact Report or negative declaration is 
required for approval of the Project. 


2. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Central Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission (CLAAPC) as the Findings of Council. 


3. RESOLVE TO DENY THE APPEAL filed by David Carrera, and 
THEREBY SUSTAIN the determination of the CLAAPC in approving a 
Conditional Use Permit to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with 1) a 
5,125 square-foot ground floor restaurant and 840 square-foot outdoor 
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eating area; 2) 4,970 square-foot combined lobby and lobby bar; 3) 
4,105 square-foot rooftop restaurant, bar, and lounge, and a 1,193 
square-foot outdoor dining terrace; 4) 3,406 square-foot combined 
pool bar, pool bar lounge, and pool deck; and, 5) within controlled 
access cabinets in the guest rooms (mini bars); the ground floor 
restaurant and bar would have operating hours between 6:00 a.m. and 
2:00 a.m. daily; the enclosed rooftop restaurant would have operating 
hours from 7:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. daily; and, the outdoor rooftop areas 
would operate between 7:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. daily; for the 
properties located at 1523-1541 North Wilcox Avenue, subject to the 
modified Conditions of Approval. 


. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE, dated 


December 8, 2020, effectuating a Zone Change from (T)(Q)C4-2D to 
(Q)C2-2D, pursuant to Section 12.32 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC), for the use and maintenance of a 190-room hotel with: 
1) a 5,125 square-foot ground floor restaurant and 840 square-foot 
outdoor eating area; 2) 4,970 square-foot combined lobby and lobby 
bar; 3) 4,105 square-foot rooftop restaurant, bar, and lounge, and a 
1,193 square-foot outdoor dining terrace; and, 4) a 3,406 square-foot 
combined pool bar, pool bar lounge, and pool deck; the ground floor 
restaurant and bar would have operating hours between 6:00 a.m. and 
2:00 a.m. daily; the enclosed rooftop restaurant would have operating 
hours from 7:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. daily; the outdoor rooftop areas 
would operate between 7:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. daily; with live 
entertainment (including disc jockeys) and amplified music within the 
lobby bar, and live acoustic (non-amplified) music with up to three 
musicians and ambient music to complement the dining, bar, and/or 
lounge experience within the Project's ground floor restaurant and 
outdoor eating area; including a maximum of 24 special events 
annually; for the properties located at 1523-1541 North Wilcox 
Avenue, subject to the Conditions of Approval. 


. ADVISE the applicant, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32 G: 


... property shall not remain in a Q Qualified classification for more than 
six years unless during that time: (1) there is substantial physical 
development of the property to allow for one or more of the uses for 
which the Q Qualified classification was adopted; or (2) if no physical 
development is necessary, then the property is used for one or more 
of the purposes for which the Q Qualified classification was adopted... 
When these time limitations expire, the Q Qualified classification and 
the authority contained therein shall become null and void, the 
rezoning proceedings shall be terminated, and the property thereafter 
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may only be utilized for those purposes permitted prior to the 
commencement of such rezoning proceedings. 


6. ADVISE the applicant that, pursuant to State Public Resources Code 
Section 21081.6, the City shall monitor or require evidence that 
mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained throughout the 
life ofthe project, and the City may require any necessary fees to cover 
the cost of such monitoring. 


7. ADVISE the applicant that, pursuant to State Fish and Game Code 
Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee and/or Certificate of Fee 
Exemption is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior 
to or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination filing. 


Applicant: 1541 Wilcox Hotel, LLC 


Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Sheppard, Mullin, Richter, and Hampton, 
LLP 


Case No. APCC-2020-537-ZC-CUB-1A 
Environmental No. ENV-2014-3707-MND-REC2 
Related Case: CPC-2014-3706-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR 
Fiscal Impact Statement: 


The CLAAPC reports that there is no General Fund impact as 
administrative costs are recovered through fees. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(Continued from Council meeting of May 19, 2021) 





Recommendations for Council action: 


1. DETERMINE that the proposed designation is categorically exempt 
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to 
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Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 
31 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 


2. DETERMINE that the subject property conforms with the definition of 
a Monument pursuant to Section 22.171.7 of the Los Angeles 
Administrative Code. 


3. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC), 
as amended by the PLUM Committee, attached to the Council file in 
the communication from the Council District (CD) 13 Office, dated May 
4, 2021, as the Findings of Council. 


4. APPROVE the recommendations of the CHC relative to the inclusion 
of the Taix French Restaurant, located at 1910-2018 West Reservoir 
Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 


Owners/Applicants: 1911 Sunset Investors LLC c/o Chris Riha; and 
Raymond M. Taix, et al., c/o Annie Sperling, Silver Lake Heritage Trust 


Case No. CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
Environmental No. ENV-2020-5525-CE 
Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CHC. Neither the City 


Administrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 








Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 


(Continued from Council meeting of May 19, 2021) 


PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT (PLUM) COMMITTEE 
REPORT relative to a Finding of Public Convenience or Necessity (PCN) 
for a proposed retail commercial cannabis business submitted by 
Requestor, Green Qween LLC., at the proposed business premises 
address of 1051 South Broadway, Los Angeles, California 90015, in the 
Central City Community Plan Area; pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC) Section 104.06(a), Retail Storefront (Type 10) licenses are 
limited to only Social Equity Applicants, as defined in LAMC Section 
104.20(a) and (b), until January 1, 2025. 
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(PLUM Committee report to be submitted in Council. If public hearing 
is not held in Committee, an opportunity for public comment will be 
provided.) 

(Click on the above hyperlink or go to http://www.lacouncilfile.com 
for background documents.) 


(Scheduled pursuant to Ordinance No. 186703) 


Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





TIME LIMIT FILE - JUNE 2, 2021 
(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - JUNE 2, 2021) 


PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
relative to a Finding of Public Convenience or Necessity (PCN) for a 
proposed retail commercial cannabis business submitted by Requestor, 
La 11th Market LLC, at the proposed business premises address of 1058 
South Main Street, Los Angeles, California 90015, in the Central City 
Community Plan Area; pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) 
Section 104.06(a), Retail Storefront (Type 10) licenses are limited to only 
Social Equity Applicants, as defined in LAMC Section 104.20(a) and (b), 
until January 1, 2025. 


(PLUM Committee report to be submitted in Council. If public hearing 
is not held in Committee, an opportunity for public comment will be 
provided.) 

(Click on the above hyperlink or go to http://www.lacouncilfile.com 
for background documents.) 


(Scheduled pursuant to Ordinance No. 186703) 


Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





TIME LIMIT FILE - JUNE 2, 2021 
(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - JUNE 2, 2021) 
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CD 13 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES PROJECT EXEMPTION (SCPE) and 
PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
relative to a SCPE request for the properties located at 1818-1824 North 
Cherokee Avenue. 


Recommendations for Council action: 


1. FIND, upon a review of the entire administrative record, including the 
SCPE Case No. ENV-2020-4649-SCPE, and all comments received, 
that: 

a. The proposed project qualifies as a transit priority project 
pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21155(b), 
which by definition means that the proposed project is consistent 
with the general use designations, density, building intensity, and 
applicable policies specified for the project area in the Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) prepared by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) pursuant to PRC Section 21155(a); and 
contains more than 50 percent residential; provides a minimum 
net density greater than 20 units an acre; and is within one-half 
mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor included 
in a regional transportation plan per PRC Section 21155(b). 


b. All criteria in PRC Section 21155.1(a) and (b) are met, including 
environmental criteria, land use criteria; and, at least one criteria 
(affordable housing) in PRC Section 21155.1(c). 


2. FIND that the proposed project qualifies as a transit priority project that 
is declared to be a Sustainable Communities Project and is therefore 
statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, in 
accordance with PRC Section 21155.1; for a proposed project 
involving the demolition of an existing surface parking lot and the 
construction, use, and maintenance of a new, seven-story, 85-foot, 4 
inches (at its highest), multi-family residential building consisting of 86 
dwelling units, of which 21 units will be reserved for Very Low Income 
Households; the project includes 14 studio units, 54 one-bedroom 
units, and 18 two-bedroom units; a total of 9,649 square feet of open 
space; and, will provide 61 automobile parking spaces located within 
two subterranean levels; for the properties located at 1818-1824 North 
Cherokee Avenue. 


Applicant: Gidi Cohen, Cherokee Bliss, LLC 
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Representative: Matt Dzurec, Armbruster Goldsmith and Delvac LLP 
Case No. CPC-2020-4648-CU-DB-VHCA-PHP 

Environmental No. ENV-2020-4649-SCPE 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the Department of City 


Planning. Neither the City Administrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative 
Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION and PLANNING AND LAND USE 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT relative to a California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Appeal, Density Bonus, and Site Plan 
Review for the properties located at 418-430 North Alvarado Street. 


Recommendations for Council action: 


1. FIND, based on the whole ofthe administrative record, that the project 
is exempt from the CEQA, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, 
Sections 15332, Class 32, and there is no substantial evidence 
demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies. 


2. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
(LACPC), as the Findings of Council. 


3. RESOLVE TO DENY THE APPEAL filed by Margarita Lopez, 
Coalition For An Equitable Westlake/MacArthur Park (Representative: 
Claudia Medina, Law Office of Claudia Medina), and THEREBY 
SUSTAIN the determination of the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission (LACPC) in approving a Categorical Exemption as the 
environmental clearance for the project, a 35 percent Density Bonus 
(DB) for a project reserving eleven percent of the base dwelling units 
or six units for Very-Low Income Households, in conjunction with 
Parking Option 1 and the following two Off-Menu Incentives: a) a 
2.85:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in lieu of the otherwise permitted 1.5:1 
FAR for the C2- 1VL Zone; and, b) an increase in height and number 
of stories permitted, to allow a 69-foot, five-story building in lieu of a 
maximum 45-foot, three-story building for a mixed-use building in the 
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C2-1 VL Zone; and, approving a Site Plan Review for a project that 
creates or results in an increase of 50 or more net new dwelling units 
and/or guest rooms; for the demolition of an existing vacant private 
school, one single-family dwelling, and a duplex; and the construction, 
use, and maintenance of a new 73-unit, approximately 52,000 square 
foot mixed-use development including 500 square feet of ground-floor 
commercial space on approximately 19,197 square feet of land 
(21,517 square feet including alleys); the project will include a five- 
story building with two parking levels (including one subterranean 
level) that will provide a total of 81 parking spaces, and include six 
Very Low-Income units, for the properties located at 418-430 North 
Alvarado Street, subject to Conditions of Approval. 


Applicant: Victor Svilik, Caladan Investments, LLC 
Representative: Jonathan H. Riker, Esq. Ervin Cohen and Jessup 
Case No. CPC-2017-5092-DB-SPR-1A 

Environmental: ENV-2017-5093-CE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: The LACPC reports that there is no General Fund 
impact as administrative costs are recovered through fees. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION and PLANNING AND LAND USE 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT relative to the inclusion of the 
Sister Mary Corita Studio, located at 5500-5518 West Franklin Avenue and 
1859-1863 North Western Avenue, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 


Recommendations for Council action: 
1. DETERMINE that the proposed designation is categorically exempt 
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to 


Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 
31 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
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2. DETERMINE that the subject property conforms with the definition of 
a Monument pursuant to Section 22.171.7 of the Los Angeles 
Administrative Code. 


3. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) as 
the Findings of Council. 


4. APPROVE the recommendations of the CHC relative to the inclusion 
of the Sister Mary Corita Studio, located at 5500-5518 West Franklin 
Avenue and 1859-1863 North Western Avenue, in the list of Historic- 
Cultural Monuments. 


Owner: Franklin Western Partners, LLC 

Applicant: Nellie Scott 

Case No. CHC-2020-5630-HCM 

Environmental No. ENV-2020-5631-CE 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by CHC. Neither the City 


Administrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





STATUTORY EXEMPTION and COMMUNICATION FROM THE CITY 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER (CAO) relative to California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) analysis and recommendation that the projects 
located on 7570 North Figueroa Street and 2301 West 3rd Street, be 
determined to be statutorily exempt under Public Resources Code (PRC) 
Section 21080(b)(4) as specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate 
an emergency as also reflected in CEQA Guideline Section 15269(c); 
PRC section 21080.27 (AB 1197) applicable to City of Los Angeles 
emergency homeless shelters; and, because the projects use “Homeless 
Housing, Assistance and Prevention Program funds,” they are exempt 
under Governor’s order N-32-20; and, the sixth report regarding the 
COVID-19 Homelessness Roadmap funding recommendations. 
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19-0914 


(Homelessness and Poverty Committee report to be submitted in 
Council. If a public hearing is not held in Committee, an opportunity 
for public comment will be provided.) 


(Click on the above hyperlink to go to: www.lacouncilfile.com for 
background documents.) 


(Ad Hoc Committee on COVID-19 Recovery and Neighborhood 
Investment waived consideration of the above matter) 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 
relative to the third report regarding Homeless Housing, Assistance and 
Prevention (HHAP) Program reprogramming and funding 
recommendations. 


(Homelessness and Poverty Committee report to be submitted in 
Council. If a public hearing is not held in Committee, an opportunity 
for public comment will be provided.) 


(Click on the above hyperlink to go to: www.lacouncilfile.com for 
background documents.) 


Items for which Public Hearings Have Not Been Held - (10 Votes Required for 
Consideration) 


(11) 


21-0002-S105 


Wednesday 


CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION (BUSCAINO — 
BONIN) and COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF LEGISLATIVE 
ANALYST (CLA) relative to establishing the City's position in its 2021-22 
State Legislative Program regarding Assembly Bill (AB) 816 (Chiu), 
which would require the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development and local governments of California to have 
their own local plans to reduce homelessness by 90 percent by 
December 31, 2029 and to establish a Homelessness Inspector General 
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who would ensure that each local government is following through on 
their plan based on their financial capability. 


A. RESOLUTION (BUSCAINO — BONIN) 


Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE 
CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 


ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION to include in the City's 2021-22 
State Legislative Program SUPPORT for AB 816 (Chiu), which would 
require the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development and local governments of California to have their own local 
plans to reduce homelessness by 90 percent by December 31, 2029 and to 
establish a Homelessness Inspector General who would ensure that each 
local government is following through on their plan based on their financial 
capability. 


B. COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLA 


Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE 
CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 


ADOPT the revised RESOLUTION, attached to the CLA report dated May 
24, 2021, to include in the City's 2021-22 State Legislative Program 
SUPPORT for AB 816 which would require the California Department of 
Housing and Community Development and local governments of California 
to have their own local plans to reduce homelessness by 90 percent by 
December 31, 2029 and to establish a Homelessness Inspector General 
who would ensure that each local government is following through on their 
plan based on their financial capability and SEEK AMENDMENT for the 
State to provide additional funding for homelessness prevention and 
housing creation. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CLA. The City 
Administrative Officer has not completed a financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(Rules, Elections, and Intergovernmental Relations Committee 
waived consideration of the above matter) 


(Continued from Council meeting of May 26, 2021) 
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 
(CAO) relative to the Fifth Construction Projects Report (CPR) for Fiscal 
Year 2020-21. 


Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


APPROVE the recommendations as found in the CAO report dated May 7, 
2021, attached to the Council file, with the additional recommendations as 
contained in the addendum from the CAO dated May 20, 2021, attached 
to the Council file. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: The CAO reports that transfers, appropriations, 
and expenditure authority totaling $15.42 million are recommended in said 
CAO report. Of this amount, $7.02 million is for transfers, appropriations, 
and expenditure authority for the BSS, $2.28 million for the Department 
of General Services (GSD), and $6.12 million is for other City funds. All 
transfers and appropriations are based on existing funds, reimbursements, 
or revenues. There is no immediate General Fund impact for operations 
and maintenance costs as a result of the CAO's recommendations 
(Attachment No. X of said CAO report). 





In the Addendum, the CAO further states that transfers, appropriations, 
and expenditure authority totaling $1.85 million are recommended in said 
Addendum. Of this amount, $1.2 million is for transfers, appropriations, and 
expenditure authority for the CAO, $0.6 million for the GSD, and $50,000 is 
for the City Attorney. All transfers and appropriations are based on existing 
funds, reimbursements, or revenues. There is no immediate General Fund 
impact for operations and maintenance costs as a result of the CAO's 
recommendations. 


Financial Policies Statement: The CAO reports that the actions 
recommended in said CAO report comply with the City’s Financial Policies. 





Debt Impact Statement: The CAO reports that the issuance of Municipal 
Improvement Corporation of Los Angeles (MICLA) debt is a General Fund 
obligation. The issuance of MICLA for the Asphalt Plant No. 1 acquisition 
and the Los Angeles Convention Center (LACC) Expansion Project’s 
increased financial advisory services would cause the City to borrow 
approximately $6,225,000 at an approximate 5.5 percent interest rate over 
20 years. The total estimated debt service for the projects is $10,419,000, 
including interest of approximately $4,194,000. During the life of the bonds, 
the estimated average annual debt service is $521,000 over 20 years. 
Actual interest rates may differ as rates are dependent on market 
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conditions at the time of issuance. The CAO cannot fully predict what 
interest rates will be in the future. In accordance with the City's Debt 
Management Policy, the City has an established debt ceiling to guide in 
evaluating the affordability for future debt. The debt ceiling for non-voted 
direct debt as a percentage of General Fund revenues is 6.0 percent. The 
revised 2020-21 non voter-approved debt ratio is 2.78 percent. The 
issuance of debt for these projects will not cause the City to exceed the six 
percent non voter-approved debt limit. 


In the Addendum, the CAO further states that the issuance of MICLA debt 
is a General Fund obligation. The issuance of MICLA for the 
reauthorization of Municipal Facilities projects (Attachment A of said 
Addendum) and the LACC Expansion Project’s increased legal services 
costs would cause the City to borrow approximately $40,465,875 at an 
approximate 5.5 percent interest rate over 20 years. The issuance of 
MICLA for the reauthorization of Bureau of Sanitation Clean Street 
Vehicles would cause the City to borrow approximately $2,360,835 at an 
approximate 5.5 percent interest rate over 10 years. The total estimated 
debt service for the Municipal Facilities projects and Clean Street Vehicles 
is $70,855,000, including interest of approximately $28,028,000. During 
the life of the bonds, the estimated average annual debt service is 
$3,699,000 over the first 10 years and $3,386,000 over the following 10 
years. Actual interest rates may differ as rates are dependent on market 
conditions at the time of issuance. The CAO cannot fully predict what 
interest rates will be in the future. In accordance with the City's Debt 
Management Policy, the City has an established debt ceiling to guide in 
evaluating the affordability for future debt. The debt ceiling for non-voted 
direct debt as a percentage of General Fund revenues is 6.0 percent. The 
revised 2020-21 non voter-approved debt ratio is 2.78 percent. The 
issuance of debt for these projects will not cause the City to exceed the six 
percent non voter-approved debt limit. 


Community Impact Statement: None submitted 





(Information, Technology, and General Services and Budget and 
Finance Committees waived consideration of the above matter) 


MOTION (RIDLEY-THOMAS — BLUMENFIELD) relative to funding for 
services associated with COVID19 Food Distribution in Council District 
10 provided by the Bureau of Street Services (BSS). 
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Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. TRANSFER and APPROPRIATE $5,819 in the AB1290 Fund No. 
53P, Account No. 281210 (CD 10 Redevelopment Projects — 
Services) to the Subventions and Grants Fund No. 305/50, Revenue 
Source 4658 / 01 for services association with COVID19 Food 
Distribution in Council District 10 provided by the BSS(BSS Invoice 
Number 20210017-2021). 


2. AUTHORIZE the BSS to make any corrections, clarifications or 
revisions to the above fund transfer instructions, including any new 
instructions, in order to effectuate the intent of this Motion, and 
including any corrections and changes to fund or account numbers; 
said corrections / clarifications / changes may be made orally, 
electronically or by any other means. 


MOTION (MARTINEZ — PRICE) relative to offer of reward for information 
leading to the identification, apprehension, and conviction of the 
person(s) responsible for shooting death of Roberto Garcia Esqueda on 
July 3, 1991. 


Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. PROVIDE an offer of reward of $50,000 for information leading to the 
identification, apprehension, and conviction of the person(s) 
responsible for the shooting death of Roberto Garcia Esqueda on July 
3, 1991. 


2. FIND that the subject reward complies with the provisions to Chapter 
12, Article 1, Division 19, of the Los Angeles Administrative Code. 


3. DIRECT the City Clerk to publish the required notices and/or 
advertisements to effectuate this reward. 
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(15) 20-0600-S93 
MOTION (KREKORIAN — BLUMENFIELD) relative to supplemental 
funding to meet immediate payroll and contractual obligations. 


Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. TRANSFER $10,562,236 from the Unappropriated Balance Fund No. 
100/58, Account No. 580196, Reserve for Mid-Year Adjustments 
Account to the following funds and accounts: 





Fund No./Department Account No. Amount 
100/02, Aging 003040; Contractual: es 
Services 
100/14, City Clerk 0019 Saalies 1,212,512 
General 

100/35, Emergency 001010, Salaries 

50,832 
Management General 
100/74, Board of Public 001010, Salaries 700,001 
Works General 
100/78, Bureau of 001010, Salaries 4,600,000 
Engineering General 
100/84, Bureau of Street 001010, Salaries 1.698.891 
Lighting General Sea as 


Total $10,562,236 


2. TRANSFER $245,275 from the Capital Finance Administration Fund 
No. 100/53, Account No. 000342, MICLA 2012-B CP Real Property 
Refinancing to the Bureau of Street Lighting Fund No. 100/84, Account 
No. 001010, Salaries General. 


3. TRANSFER $35,000 in Sewer Capital Funds from the Bureau of 
Engineering Fund No. 100/78, Account No. 001090, Overtime General 
to the Bureau of Engineering Fund No. 100/78, Account No. 001100, 
Hiring Hall Salaries. 


(16) 21-0600 
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(17) 


20-1444 


Wednesday 


CONSIDERATION OF MAYOR'S VETO MESSAGE, upon receipt, 
pursuant to Charter Section 315. City Council has five days, excluding 
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays, upon receipt of the Mayor's veto 
to overcome such action of the Mayor relative to any item or items of the 
budget. 


(The Mayor has until June 3, 2021 to submit his Veto Message to the 
City Council, pursuant to Charter Section 314.) 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS (BPW) 
relative to Participant Agreement with the County of Los Angeles (County) 
for the acquisition of aerial imagery and associated products as a member 
of the countywide Los Angeles Region Imagery Acquisition Consortium 
(LARIAC) 6 Project. 


Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. ADOPT the BPW report dated June 23, 2021, attached to the Council 
file, to AUTHORIZE the City Engineer, to execute a Participant 
Agreement with the County for the acquisition of aerial imagery and 
associated products as a member of the countywide LARIAC6 Project. 


2. AUTHORIZE the City Engineer, or designee, to execute the Participant 
Agreement with the County on behalf of the City and to pay to the County 
$705,995 for the acquisition of imagery and associated products from 
the countywide LARIAC6 Project, associated with the Letter of Intent 
signed June 13, 2019 (Transmittal No. 1 of said BPW report). 


3. APPROVE funding in the amount of $63,891 from Fund No. 100/78, 
Appropriation Unit No. 001090 for the Bureau of Engineering’s (BOE) 
participation in the countywide LARIAC6 Project. 


4. REQUEST the Controller to transfer the following amounts from the City 
departments and bureaus identified in said BPW report, totaling 
$705,995 from various departmental appropriation units to the new 
appropriation unit in the Engineering Special Services Fund No. 682/50, 
titled "LARIAC6 Project," to enable the BOE to make the full payment to 
the County for the LARIAC6 Project. 


EXHIBIT G 
Page 22 of 25 


- June 2, 2021 - PAGE 22 


(18) 


21-0002-S125 


Wednesday 


Appropriation 


Dept. Name Fund/Dept. Unit No Amount 
Dept. of City Planning 588/68 003040 $48,888 
Los Angeles Harbor Dept. 702/42 1000/699 48,888 


Los Angeles Dept. of 


Building and Safety 48R/08 S530 138,776 
Bureau of Sanitation 100/82 003040 48,888 
Los Angeles Police Dept. 100/70 003040/90355 48,888 
Bureau of Engineering 100/78 001090 63,891 
Los Angeles Fire Dept. 100/38 03040 48,888 
Los Angeles Dept. of Water 51/98 5166 129,444 
and Power 

Los Angeles Dept. of Water 01/98 5166 129.444 
and Power A 


TOTAL: $705,995 


5. REQUEST all the General Managers, or designees, of the various City 
departments and Public Works bureaus identified in Recommendation 
No. 4 above to complete the transfer of funds in coordination with the 
Controller. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the BPW. Neither the City 
Administrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted 





(Information, Technology, and General Services Committee waived 
consideration of the above matter) 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CLA) 
and RESOLUTION (DE LEÓN - CEDILLO - ET AL.) relative to 
establishing the City's position in its 2021-2022 Federal Legislative 
Program regarding administrative or legislative action which would 
support the international condemnation of the repression and violence 
being perpetrated by the Colombian government against civilians, and 
related matters. 
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Items Called Special 


Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE 
CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 


ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION to include in the City’s 
2021-2022 Federal Legislative Program SUPPORT for any administrative 
or legislative action which would: 1) support the international 
condemnation of the repression and violence being perpetrated by the 
Colombian government against civilians, 2) enforce the Leahy Laws to 
suspend aid to the Colombian government in the form of funding, arms, 
and crowd control equipment, and 3) guarantee freedom of movement and 
demonstration and equitable access to testing, health care, humanitarian 
aid, and vaccinations, until all perpetrators of human rights violations are 
brought to justice and violence against civilians ceases. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: Neither the City Administrative Officer nor the 
CLA has completed a financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(Rules, Elections, and Intergovernmental Relations Committee 
waived consideration of the above matter) 


Motions for Posting and Referral 


Council Members' Requests for Excuse from Attendance at Council Meetings 


Adjourning Motions 


Council Adjournment 


EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES - If you challenge a City action in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City 
Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing. Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on 
a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 


CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE SECTION 1094.5 - If a Council action is subject to judicial challenge pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.5, be advised that the time to file a lawsuit challenging a final action by the City Council is limited by Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that the lawsuit must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the 


Council's action becomes final. 


Wednesday 
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Materials relative to items on this agenda can be obtained from the Office of the City Clerk's Council File Management System, 
at by entering the Council File number listed immediately following the item number (e.g., 00-0000). 


EXHIBIT G 
Page 25 of 25 


Wednesday - June 2, 2021 - PAGE 25 


EXHIBIT H 


June 3, 2021 


From: 

Annie Sperling - The Silver Lake Heritage Trust 
832 Merwin Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90026 


info Osilverlakeheritage.org 


On behalf of: 

The Silver Lake Heritage Trust - Annie Sperling 
2658 Griffith Park Blvd 4277 

Los Angeles, CA 90039 


To: 

Ms. Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

Los Angeles Office of the City Attorney 
200 N. Main St., Suite 700 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 


Esotouric - Richard Schave 
5166 O’Sullivan Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90032 


Ms. Holly Wolcott 

Office of the City Clerk 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 


Re: Brown Act Cure and Correct Demand, and Cease and Desist Demand. May 04, 2021, 
2021 Planning and Land Use Management Committee Meeting; Denial of the public”s 
opportunity to speak on Agenda item number 10: Taix French Restaurant, 1911 Sunset 


Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90026 


This letter is to call your attention to what we believe was and will continue to be a 
substantial violation of a central provision of the Ralph M. Brown Act, one which may 
jeopardize the finality of any action taken by the Los Angeles City Council PLUM 


Committee. 


The nature of the violation is as follows: In its meeting of May 4, 2021, several members 
of the public, including Annie Sperling and Richard Schave, having followed 
instructions to call in, and raised their virtual hand, to address matters of public 
concern before the Committee, regarding Agenda Item 10, the Taix Restaurant,, were 
never allowed an opportunity to speak. Whereupon, a vote was taken by the 
Committee with no practical way for members of the general public to participate 
while complying with the general order to shelter in place. 


Pursuant to the governor’s executive order N-25-20, a legislative body is “authorized to 
make public meetings accessible telephonically or otherwise electronically to all members 
of the public seeking to attend and to address the local legislative body... during the period 
in which state or local public officials impose or recommend measures to promote social 
distancing.” N-33-20 mandates all individuals living in the State of California to stay 
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home or at their place of residence, except as to maintain continuity of operations of the 
federal critical infrastructures and additional sectors designated as critical to protect the 
health and well-being of all Californians. Whether or not the stay at home orders are still 
in place, it is still advisable for members of the public to socially distance and avoid 
indoor spaces. 


The purpose behind the Brown Act is to guarantee the public’s right to attend and 
participate in meetings of local legislative bodies. Given EO N-33-20 ordering the public 
to shelter in place but for certain exceptions that do not include attending City Council 
Planning and Land Use Committee meetings, the PLUM Committee would be in 
contravention of the express purpose of the Act if it does not provide a mechanism for the 
public to attend electronically or telephonically. 


Moreover, Government Code Section 54954.3 provides that members of the public must 
be permitted to address the legislative body on any item of interest to the public before or 
during the body’s consideration of that item, unless the item has already been considered 
at a previous meeting with an opportunity for comment, and subject to “reasonable 
regulations” to facilitate public comment, time limit per speaker to allow more people to 
speak. 


With respect to interpreting these provisions of the Brown Act, note that Article I, section 
3 of the California Constitution provides that “[a] statute, court rule, or other authority ... 
shall be broadly construed if it furthers the people’s right of access, and narrowly 
construed if it limits the right of access.” Meetings of legislative bodies, such as city 
council meetings, are regarded under First Amendment framework as “limited public 
forums.” See White v. City of Norwalk, 900 F.2d 1421, 1425 (1990). Speech in a “public 
forum,” which includes public spaces such as sidewalks and parks that have traditionally 
been used for conduct protected by the First Amendment, can only be restricted if a high 
standard is met. 


Generally speaking, the more public a venue is, the less latitude the government has to 
restrict speech. Also, generally speaking, restrictions that are content-neutral (i.e., not tied 
to a particular message) will generally be easier to uphold than restrictions based on a 
particular viewpoint, which are more often constitutionally suspect. 


This general principle is codified to some extent in Section 54954.3 of the Brown Act, 
which provides that “[t]he legislative body of a local agency shall not prohibit public 
criticism of the policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or 
omissions of the legislative body.” This particular provision might be particularly relevant 
where the spectator trying to speak at a meeting was a political opponent of the member of 
the body forbidding the spectator to speak. 


In such circumstances, it might be reasonable to infer that the limitation on speech is not a 
content-neutral restriction but is instead a viewpoint-specific restriction on speech which 
could violate not only the Brown Act but also the First Amendment. Here, and at various 
other public meetings regarding planning and land use issues, members of the public -- 
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in the City of Los Angeles have been denied an opportunity to speak on these matters of 
public concern. 


Such conduct by the PLUM Committee, denying members of the public an opportunity to 
be heard on matters before the Committee violates the Brown Act. 


Pursuant to Government Code Section 54960.1, we demand that the Los Angeles City 
Council Planning and Land Use Committee cure and correct the illegally taken action as 
follows: immediately provide telephonic or electronic public access to any and all 
meetings until the EO N-33-20 is lifted,including public comment by interested 
members of the public who complied with the instructions and raised their virtual 
hands during the meetings. 


As provided by Section 54960.1, you have 30 days from the receipt of this demand 
regarding the previous meeting to either cure or correct the challenged action or inform us 
of your decision not to do so. Prospectively, as we understand that the next Board of 
Supervisors meeting is set for Monday, March 23, 2020, we demand that telephonic or 
electronic public access be in place for that meeting and all further Board of Supervisors 
meetings that occur during the order to shelter in place. 


As a direct and proximate cause of the actions of the City, members of the public, and the 
council members themselves as the decision makers, were deprived of information 
concerning the importance of the Taix French Restaurant. 


The City’s actions in this matter are not complete, faithful, or uninterrupted compliance 
with the mandates of the Brown Act. The City has failed to proceed in the manner 
required by law. 


The City must cure and correct its violations of the Brown Act as specified in 
Government Code Section 54960.1, and cease and desist the systematic denial of public 
speaking rights at special meetings, pursuant to Government Code Section 54960.2. 


Failure to cure or correct as demanded may leave us no recourse but to seek a judicial 
invalidation of any prior actions pursuant to Section 54960.1, in which case we would also 
ask the court to order you to pay court costs and reasonable attorney fees in this matter, 
pursuant to Section 54960.5. 


Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 


Annie Sperling 
The Silver Lake Heritage Trust 
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EXHIBIT I 


THE SILVER LAKE .......... 
HERITAGE TRUST info@silverlakeheritage.org 


2568 Griffith Park Boulevard #277 
Los Angeles, CA 90039 
www.silverlakeheritage.org 





June 25, 2021 


Via Post Mail & E-mail 

Office of the City Clerk 

Ms. Holly Wolcott (holly.wolcott@lacity.org, Clerk.CPS@lacity.org, clerk.nbid@lacity.org) 
200 N. Spring St., Room 360 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 


Re: Council File: 21-0119, June 2, 2021 City Council Meeting, Agenda Item # 3, Taix French 
Restaurant, 1911 Sunset Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90026, Historical-Cultural Monument case # 
CHC-2020-5524-HCM, “Amendment”, Notice of Brown Act Violation re an 
Demand, and Cease and Desist Demand 





To Whom it may concern: 


On behalf of the Silver Lake Heritage Trust and the parties named herein (all who have 
requested they be included and have authorized the Silver Lake Heritage Trust to act on their 
behalf), we provide notice of the City’s violation of the Ralph M. Brown Act (Gov.§§ 54950-54963, 
referred to as the “Brown Act”) at its June 2, 2021 Los Angeles City Council meeting. The City 
violated the Brown Act by failing to allow the named parties and other members of the public the 
opportunity to address the City Council regarding the amendments made to the Historic-Cultural 
Monument (HCM) nomination recommendation for Taix French Restaurant. 


This link directs to the June 2, 2021 video of the City Council meeting in question and will be used 
for all time references herein. 


The nature of the violation is as follows: 


In 1ts meeting of June 2, 2021, City Council President Nury Martinez asked 1f there are any 
specials, at which time (35:00) Councilmember O'Farrell requests "to call item 3 Special for 
comments". Item 3 was Councilmember Mitch O' Farrell's amended version of the Cultural 
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Heritage Commission’s recommendation intended to designate the Taix French Restaurant building 
as a Historic Cultural Monument. After voting on consent items 1 and items 4 through 8, the 
Council moved on to take "General Public Comment" (40:05). Although Councilmember O'Farrell 
did not open item number 3 for public comment, the public was informed they could speak for one 
minute on this item during the 30 minutes the Council decided was a reasonable amount of time for 
"General Public Comment". Members of the public who called in were muted as they waited for 
their turn to speak specifically on item number 3. When item number 3 was called (1:11:45) 
Councilmember O'Farrell spoke on his amendment for approximately 6 minutes. He allowed no 
comments from members of the public. Council President then called for the vote (1:18:10), as 
members of the public remained waiting in the queue, but were never called on. Members of the 
public who waited for their turn to speak include but are not limited to: Annie Sperling, Charles 
Fisher, C.C. de Vere, Carol Cetrone, Jen Getz, Doug Haines and Adrian Fine. Having followed the 
instructions to call in and raise their virtual hand to address matters of public concern before the 
City Council, they were never allowed an opportunity to speak. The vote was taken by the City 
Council with no means for members of the general public to participate. 





Additionally: 


The previously held PLUM hearing that took place on May 4, 2021 wherein the Taix item was 
heard (agenda item #10), was also held with multiple Brown Act Violations. 


The Silver Lake Heritage Trust sent a Cure and Correct letter to the City Attorney's office on June 

3, 2021 (See Attachment 1) requesting the violations that took place at the May 4, 2021 PLUM 
hearing be corrected. No acknowledgement or response from the City was received. 

Neither hearing was conducted in a proper manner to allow public comment. Both votes were taken 
with no input from the public on Councilmember O’Farrell’s amendment, the final version of which 
he submitted immediately before the PLUM hearing. 


By ignoring the Brown Act Violations at its previously held May 4, 2021 PLUM hearing, the City 
leaves the public without ANY opportunity to speak on the Councilmember's eleventh hour 
amendment. The PLUM hearing was the first time the public was made aware of the substantial 
change Councilmember O'Farrell made. Because his amendment corrupted the original intent of 
the nomination and the recommendation made by the Cultural Heritage Commission, this greatly 
contested matter became even more contentious. 


The Brown Act requires that legislative bodies, including the City Council, “shall provide an 
opportunity for members of the public to directly address the legislative body on any item of 
interest to the public.” (Gov. Code § 54954.3, subd. (a); see also Galbiso v. Orosi Public Utility 
Dist. (2008) 167 Cal.App.4th 1063, 1079-1080 and Gov. Code $ 54954.3, subd. (c) [“The 
legislative body of a local agency shall not prohibit public criticism of the policies, procedures, 
programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or omissions of the legislative body”].) This 
requirement remains mandatory during “teleconference meetings;” the legislative body “shall 
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conduct teleconference meetings in a manner that protects the statutory and constitutional rights 
of the parties or the public appearing before the legislative body of a local agency.” (Gov. Code $ 
54953, subd. (b)(3).) A teleconference meeting must “provide an opportunity for members of the 
public to address the legislative body directly pursuant to Section 54954.3.” (Ibid.) 


Government Code Section 54954.3 provides that members of the public must be permitted to 
address the legislative body on any item of interest to the public before or during the body’s 
consideration of that item. 


At BOTH public hearings, although members of the public had their virtual hands raised, they were 
not recognized or called upon to speak before or during the Council's consideration of item number 3. 


With respect to interpreting the provisions of the Brown Act, note that Article I, section 3 of the 
California Constitution provides that “[a] statute, court rule, or other authority ... shall be broadly 
construed if it furthers the people’s right of access, and narrowly construed if it limits the right of 
access.” Meetings of legislative bodies, such as city council meetings, are regarded under First 
Amendment framework as “limited public forums.” See White v. City of Norwalk, 900 F.2d 1421, 
1425 (1990). Speech in a “public forum,” which includes public spaces such as sidewalks and parks 
that have traditionally been used for conduct protected by the First Amendment, can only be restricted 
if a high standard is met. 


Generally speaking, the more public a venue is, the less latitude the government has to restrict 
speech. Also, generally speaking, restrictions that are content-neutral (i.e., not tied to a particular 
message) will generally be easier to uphold than restrictions based on a particular viewpoint, which 
are more often constitutionally suspect. This general principle is codified to some extent in Section 
54954.3 of the Brown Act, which provides that “[t]he legislative body of a local agency shall not 
prohibit public criticism of the policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or of the 
acts or omissions of the legislative body.” 


Councilmember O'Farrell has a pattern and practice of silencing members of the community who 
don't agree with him (Beachwood Canyon Neighborhood Ass'n v. City of Los Angeles, B288964 
(Cal. Ct. App. Dec. 4, 2019)). In this ruling, the court found O'Farrell to be in violation of the 
Brown Act; some of their findings include: 


e “there was evidence of viewpoint discrimination in O’Farrell’s statement that he did 
not want to admit people who would disagree with him to the HDRC meetings.” 


e "Citizens have an enormous first amendment interest in directing speech about public 
issues to those who govern their city. It is doubtless partly for this reason that such 
meetings, once opened, have been regarded as public forums, albeit limited ones." 
(Ribakoff v. City of Long Beach (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th 150, 174, quoting White v. City 
of Norwalk (9th Cir. 1990) 900 F.2d 1421, 1425.)" 
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e "O’Farrell excluded them in retaliation for filing lawsuits against the City. The right to 
petition the government for redress of grievances is "one of 'the most precious of the liberties 
safeguarded by the Bill of Rights'" (BE & K Const. Co. v. N.L.R.B. (2002) 536 U.S. 516, 
524), and "the First Amendment bars retaliation for protected speech." (Crawford-El v. 
Britton (1998). U.S. 574, 592.) Petitioners have therefore asserted valid claims for 
declaratory relief under the First Amendment." 


e “The law is clear that a governmental entity may not bar citizen speech in either public 
or nonpublic forums based on the viewpoint of the speaker.” 


e "Government action that suppresses protected speech in a discriminatory manner may 
violate both the First Amendment and the Equal Protection Clause. . . ." 


e “... the City could not constitutionally exclude petitioners based on their viewpoint.” 


In such circumstances, it might be reasonable to infer that the limitation on speech is not a content- 
neutral restriction but is instead a viewpoint-specific restriction on speech which could violate not 
only the Brown Act but also the First Amendment. Here, at this City Council meeting and the 
preceding PLUM hearing, members of the public were denied the opportunity to speak on matters 
of public concern. 


Councilmember O'Farrell was well aware of the contentiousness of this item and public opposition 
that arose at the discovery of his eleventh-hour amendment. O'Farrell’s history of viewpoint 
discrimination and not wanting to hear from people who may disagree with him is evidenced again 
here, as seen in both the May 4, 2021 PLUM hearing and the June 2, 2021 City Council meeting. 


The City’s actions in this matter are not complete, faithful, or uninterrupted compliance with the 
mandates of the Brown Act. The City has failed to proceed in the manner required by law. 


Therefore the PLUM Committee and the Los Angeles City Council, by denying members of the 
public an opportunity to be heard on matters before these bodies, violates the Brown Act. 

We hereby demand, Pursuant to Government Code Section 54960.1, that the City of Los Angeles 
cure and correct its violations of the Brown Act and the illegally taken actions as follows: 


1. Cease and desist your violations of the Brown Act by immediately rescinding the 
decisions that were made in both of the flawed hearings. 


2. Provide for new hearings on the item pursuant to section 54954.3 of the Brown Act, 
including the allowance of thorough public comment by any and all interested 
members of the public who comply with the instructions and raise their virtual hands 
during the telephonic and/or electronic meetings. 
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3. Cease and desist the systematic denial of public speaking rights in all future meetings. 


As provided by Section 54960.1, you have 30 days from the receipt of this demand regarding the 
City Council meeting to either cure or correct the challenged action or inform us of your decision 
not to do so. 


Failure to cure or correct as demanded may leave us no recourse but to seek a judicial invalidation 
of any prior actions pursuant to Section 54960.1, in which case we would also ask the court to order 
you to pay court costs and reasonable attorney fees in this matter, pursuant to Government Code 
Section 54960.5. 


Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 


The Silver Lake Heritage Trust 


Enclosures: 


Attachment 1: June 3, 2021 Cure & Correct Letter to PLUM 
Attachment 2: June 2, 2021 Los Angeles City Council Agenda 


cc via Email only: 


Los Angeles Office of the City Attorney, Terry Kaufmann-Macias, Terry.Kaufmann.Macias@lacity.org 
Los Angeles Office of the City Attorney, Kimberly Huangfu, Kimberly. Huangfu@lacity.org Deputy 
City Attorney, Strefan Fauble, Strefan.Fauble@lacity.org 

Office of Historic Resources, Melissa Jones, Melissa.Jones@lacity.org 

Office of Historic Resources, Shannon Ryan, Shannon.Ryan@lacity.org 

Office of Historic Resources, Lambert Giessinger, Lambert.Giessinger@lacity.org 

Office of Historic Resources, Ken Bernstein, Ken.Bernstein@lacity.org 

Council District 13, Councilmember Mitch O'Farrell, Mitch.Ofarrell@lacity.org 

Council District 13, Planning Director, Craig Bullock, Craig.Bullock@lacity.org 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
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June 3, 2021 


From: 

Annie Sperling - The Silver Lake Heritage Trust 
832 Merwin Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90026 


info Osilverlakeheritage.org 


On behalf of: 

The Silver Lake Heritage Trust - Annie Sperling 
2658 Griffith Park Blvd 4277 

Los Angeles, CA 90039 


To: 

Ms. Terry Kaufmann-Macias 

Los Angeles Office of the City Attorney 
200 N. Main St., Suite 700 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 


Esotouric - Richard Schave 
5166 O’Sullivan Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90032 


Ms. Holly Wolcott 

Office of the City Clerk 

200 N. Spring Street, Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 


Re: Brown Act Cure and Correct Demand, and Cease and Desist Demand. May 04, 2021, 
2021 Planning and Land Use Management Committee Meeting; Denial of the public”s 
opportunity to speak on Agenda item number 10: Taix French Restaurant, 1911 Sunset 


Blvd, Los Angeles, CA 90026 


This letter is to call your attention to what we believe was and will continue to be a 
substantial violation of a central provision of the Ralph M. Brown Act, one which may 
jeopardize the finality of any action taken by the Los Angeles City Council PLUM 


Committee. 


The nature of the violation is as follows: In its meeting of May 4, 2021, several members 
of the public, including Annie Sperling and Richard Schave, having followed 
instructions to call in, and raised their virtual hand, to address matters of public 
concern before the Committee, regarding Agenda Item 10, the Taix Restaurant,, were 
never allowed an opportunity to speak. Whereupon, a vote was taken by the 
Committee with no practical way for members of the general public to participate 
while complying with the general order to shelter in place. 


Pursuant to the governor’s executive order N-25-20, a legislative body is “authorized to 
make public meetings accessible telephonically or otherwise electronically to all members 
of the public seeking to attend and to address the local legislative body... during the period 
in which state or local public officials impose or recommend measures to promote social 
distancing.” N-33-20 mandates all individuals living in the State of California to stay 
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home or at their place of residence, except as to maintain continuity of operations of the 
federal critical infrastructures and additional sectors designated as critical to protect the 
health and well-being of all Californians. Whether or not the stay at home orders are still 
in place, it is still advisable for members of the public to socially distance and avoid 
indoor spaces. 


The purpose behind the Brown Act is to guarantee the public’s right to attend and 
participate in meetings of local legislative bodies. Given EO N-33-20 ordering the public 
to shelter in place but for certain exceptions that do not include attending City Council 
Planning and Land Use Committee meetings, the PLUM Committee would be in 
contravention of the express purpose of the Act if it does not provide a mechanism for the 
public to attend electronically or telephonically. 


Moreover, Government Code Section 54954.3 provides that members of the public must 
be permitted to address the legislative body on any item of interest to the public before or 
during the body’s consideration of that item, unless the item has already been considered 
at a previous meeting with an opportunity for comment, and subject to “reasonable 
regulations” to facilitate public comment, time limit per speaker to allow more people to 
speak. 


With respect to interpreting these provisions of the Brown Act, note that Article I, section 
3 of the California Constitution provides that “[a] statute, court rule, or other authority ... 
shall be broadly construed if it furthers the people’s right of access, and narrowly 
construed if it limits the right of access.” Meetings of legislative bodies, such as city 
council meetings, are regarded under First Amendment framework as “limited public 
forums.” See White v. City of Norwalk, 900 F.2d 1421, 1425 (1990). Speech in a “public 
forum,” which includes public spaces such as sidewalks and parks that have traditionally 
been used for conduct protected by the First Amendment, can only be restricted if a high 
standard is met. 


Generally speaking, the more public a venue is, the less latitude the government has to 
restrict speech. Also, generally speaking, restrictions that are content-neutral (i.e., not tied 
to a particular message) will generally be easier to uphold than restrictions based on a 
particular viewpoint, which are more often constitutionally suspect. 


This general principle is codified to some extent in Section 54954.3 of the Brown Act, 
which provides that “[t]he legislative body of a local agency shall not prohibit public 
criticism of the policies, procedures, programs, or services of the agency, or of the acts or 
omissions of the legislative body.” This particular provision might be particularly relevant 
where the spectator trying to speak at a meeting was a political opponent of the member of 
the body forbidding the spectator to speak. 


In such circumstances, it might be reasonable to infer that the limitation on speech is not a 
content-neutral restriction but is instead a viewpoint-specific restriction on speech which 
could violate not only the Brown Act but also the First Amendment. Here, and at various 
other public meetings regarding planning and land use issues, members of the public -- 


including Ms. Sperling and Mr. Schave -- on one side of the issue of historic preservation EXHIBIT 1 
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in the City of Los Angeles have been denied an opportunity to speak on these matters of 
public concern. 


Such conduct by the PLUM Committee, denying members of the public an opportunity to 
be heard on matters before the Committee violates the Brown Act. 


Pursuant to Government Code Section 54960.1, we demand that the Los Angeles City 
Council Planning and Land Use Committee cure and correct the illegally taken action as 
follows: immediately provide telephonic or electronic public access to any and all 
meetings until the EO N-33-20 is lifted,including public comment by interested 
members of the public who complied with the instructions and raised their virtual 
hands during the meetings. 


As provided by Section 54960.1, you have 30 days from the receipt of this demand 
regarding the previous meeting to either cure or correct the challenged action or inform us 
of your decision not to do so. Prospectively, as we understand that the next Board of 
Supervisors meeting is set for Monday, March 23, 2020, we demand that telephonic or 
electronic public access be in place for that meeting and all further Board of Supervisors 
meetings that occur during the order to shelter in place. 


As a direct and proximate cause of the actions of the City, members of the public, and the 
council members themselves as the decision makers, were deprived of information 
concerning the importance of the Taix French Restaurant. 


The City’s actions in this matter are not complete, faithful, or uninterrupted compliance 
with the mandates of the Brown Act. The City has failed to proceed in the manner 
required by law. 


The City must cure and correct its violations of the Brown Act as specified in 
Government Code Section 54960.1, and cease and desist the systematic denial of public 
speaking rights at special meetings, pursuant to Government Code Section 54960.2. 


Failure to cure or correct as demanded may leave us no recourse but to seek a judicial 
invalidation of any prior actions pursuant to Section 54960.1, in which case we would also 
ask the court to order you to pay court costs and reasonable attorney fees in this matter, 
pursuant to Section 54960.5. 


Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 


Annie Sperling 
The Silver Lake Heritage Trust 
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10:00 AM 


JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL 
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President GILBERT A. CEDILLO, First District 
NURY MARTINEZ, Sixth District PAUL KREKORIAN, Second District 
BOB BLUMENFIELD, Third District 
NITHYA RAMAN, Fourth District 
President Pro Tempore PAUL KORETZ, Fifth District 
JOE BUSCAINO, Fifteenth District MONICA RODRIGUEZ, Seventh District 
MARQUEECE HARRIS-DAWSON, Eighth District 
Assistant President Pro Tempore CURREN D. PRICE, JR., Ninth District 
VACANT MARK RIDLEY-THOMAS, Tenth District 
MIKE BONIN, Eleventh District 
JOHN S. LEE, Twelfth District 
MITCH O'FARRELL, Thirteenth District 
KEVIN DE LEON, Fourteenth District 





PUBLIC COMMENT 
In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns over COVID-19, the 
City Council meeting will be conducted entirely telephonically. 
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CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS ARE BROADCAST LIVE ON CABLE TELEVISION CHANNEL 35 AND ON THE INTERNET 


AT: HTTPS:/CLERK.LACITY.ORG/CALENDAR| LIVE COUNCIL MEETINGS CAN ALSO BE HEARD AT: (213) 621- 
CITY (METRO), (818) 904-9450 (VALLEY), (310) 471-CITY (WESTSIDE) AND (310) 547-CITY (SAN PEDRO AREA) 





Members of the public who wish to offer public comment to the Council should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID 
No. 160 535 8466 and then press +. Press # again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, 
press *9 to request to speak. 


Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, consistent with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay 
Services for the hearing impaired, please see the information located on page 2 of this agenda. 


Telecommunication Relay Services 


Telephone communication is one of the most important forms of communication in society today. Due to advancements 
in technology, telephone devices have evolved with new services and capabilities. Individuals who are deaf and hard of 
hearing, and individuals with a speech disability are following these trends and are rapidly migrating to more advanced 
telecommunications methods, both for peer-to-peer and third-party telecommunications relay service (TRS) 
communications. 


Telecommunications Relay Service is a telephone service that allows persons with hearing or speech disabilities to place 
and receive telephone calls. TRS is available in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the U.S. territories 
for local and/or long distance calls. TRS providers - generally telephone companies - are compensated for the costs of 
providing TRS from either a state or a federal fund. There is no cost to the TRS user. 


What forms of TRS are available?There are several forms of TRS, depending on the particular needs of the user and the 
equipment available: TRS includes: Textto Voice TIY-Based TRS; Speech-to-Speech Relay Service; Shared Non-English 
Language Relay Service; Captioned Telephone Relay Service; Internet Protocol Relay Service; and Video Relay Service. 
Please visit this site for detail descriptions, https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/guides/telecommunications-rela 








Don't hang up! Some people hang up on TRS calls because they think the CA is a telemarketer. If you hear, "Hello. This 
is the relay service .. ." when you pick up the phone, please don't hang up! You are about to talk, through a TRS provider, 
to a person who is deaf, hard-of-hearing, or has a speech disability. 


For more information about FCC programs to promote access to telecommunications services for people with disabilities, 
visit the FCC's Disability Rights Office website. 


SE OFRECE UN SERVICIO DE TRADUCCION AL ESPANOL EN TODAS LAS REUNIONES DEL CONSEJO 
MUNICIPAL 
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BASIC CITY COUNCIL MEETING RULES 


AGENDAS - The City Council meets Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday at 10:00 A.M. The agendas for City Council 
meetings contain a brief general description of those items to be considered at the meetings. Council Agendas are 
available in the Office of the City Clerk, Council and Public Services Division, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012, and on the City's website at Jacity.org} or facouncilcalendar.com} 





Ten (10) members of the Council constitute a quorum for the transaction of business. The Council may consider an item 
not listed on the agenda only if it is determined by a two-thirds (10) vote that the need for action arose after the posting 
of an Agenda. Some items on the agenda may be approved without any discussion, however, any item may be called 
"special" by a Councilmember. If an item is called "special" it will be "held" until the remainder of the items on the Council 
agenda have been acted on by the Council. An item may also be called "special" if a member of the public has requested 
to speak on the item and a public hearing was not previously held. 


The City Clerk will announce the items to be considered by the Council, however items will be grouped. For example, all 
items for which required public hearings have not previously been held are listed in one section on the printed agenda. 
The Council President will ask if any Councilmember or member or the public wishes to speak on one or more of these 
items. If anyone wishes to speak on an item, it will be called "special". The remaining items in this section will be voted 
on by Council with one roll call vote. 





PUBLIC INPUT AT CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS - An opportunity for the public to address the Council on agenda items 
for which public hearings have not been held will be provided at the time the item is considered or during the Multiple 
Agenda ltem Comment period. Members of the public who wish to speak on items shall be allowed to speak for up to 
one minute per item up to a total of three minutes per meeting. The Council has determined that a cumulative total of 20 
minutes is a reasonable minimum amount of time for the Multiple Agenda Item segment of each regular meeting. 


The Council will also provide an opportunity for the public to speak on public interest items. Each speaker shall be limited 
to one minute of general public comment each regular meeting for a cumulative total of ten (10) minutes. The Council 
shall not discuss or take action relative to any general public comment. 


If you wish to provide documents to the full Council for consideration on an item, please present the Sergeant-At-Arms 
with 35 copies. Otherwise, your materials will simply be added to the official record. 





COUNCIL DISCUSSION AND TIME LIMITS - Councilmembers requesting to address the Council will be recognized 
by the Council President in the order requested. For any item, the Chairperson of the Committee, or the maker of the 
original motion, or the member calling a matter "special" shall have up to six (6) minutes to discuss the item. All other 
Councilmembers may speak up to three (3) minutes each on the matter. After all members desiring to speak on a question 
have had an opportunity to be heard once, the time for each Member desiring to speak again shall be limited to a maximum 
of three (3) minutes. 


A motion calling the "previous question" may be introduced by any member during a Council debate. If adopted, this 
motion will terminate debate on a matter and the Chair will instruct the Clerk to call the roll on the matter. 


VOTING AND DISPOSITION OF ITEMS - Most items require a majority vote of the entire membership of the Council (8 
members). ltems which have not been discussed in a Council Committee and have been placed directly on the agenda 
will require 10 votes to consider. Once considered, these items will normally require eight (8) affirmative votes to be 
adopted. Ordinances require a unanimous vote (at least 12 members must be present) in order to be adopted on first 
consideration. If an ordinance does not receive the necessary unanimous vote, it is laid over one calendar week. The 
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votes required for approval on second consideration vary and depend upon the type of ordinance, but a typical ordinance 
requires eight (8) affirmative votes upon second consideration. 


NOTICE TO PAID REPRESENTATIVES - If you are compensated to monitor, attend, or speak at this meeting, City 
law may require you to register as a lobbyist and report your activity. See Los Angeles Municipal Code 48.01 et seq. 
More information is available at ethics.lacity.org/lobbying| For assistance, please contact the Ethics Commission at (213) 
978-1960 or ethics.commission@lacity.org. 












COUNCIL DISCUSSION AND TIME LIMITS - Councilmembers requesting to address the Council will be recognized 
by the Council President in the order requested. For any item, the Chairperson of the Committee, or the maker of the 
original motion, or the member calling a matter "special" shall have up to six (6) minutes to discuss the item. All other 
Councilmembers may speak up to three (3) minutes each on the matter. After all members desiring to speak on a question 
have had an opportunity to be heard once, the time for each Member desiring to speak again shall be limited to a maximum 
of three (3) minutes. 


A motion calling the "previous question" may be introduced by any member during a Council debate. If adopted, this 
motion will terminate debate on a matter and the Chair will instruct the Clerk to call the roll on the matter. 


VOTING AND DISPOSITION OF ITEMS - Most items require a majority vote of the entire membership of the Council (8 
members). ltems which have not been discussed in a Council Committee and have been placed directly on the agenda 
will require 10 votes to consider. Once considered, these items will normally require eight (8) affirmative votes to be 
adopted. Ordinances require a unanimous vote (at least 12 members must be present) in order to be adopted on first 
consideration. If an ordinance does not receive the necessary unanimous vote, it is laid over one calendar week. The 
votes required for approval on second consideration vary and depend upon the type of ordinance, but a typical ordinance 
requires eight (8) affirmative votes upon second consideration. 


When debate on an item is completed, the Chair will instruct the Clerk to "call the roll". Every member present must vote 
for or against each item; abstentions are not permitted. The Clerk will announce the votes on each item. Any member 
of Council may move to "reconsider" any vote on any item on the agenda, except to adjourn, suspend the Rules, or 
where an intervening event has deprived the Council of jurisdiction, providing that said member originally voted on the 
prevailing side of the item. The motion to "reconsider" shall only be in order once during the meeting, and once during the 
next regular meeting. The member requesting reconsideration shall identify for all members present the agenda number, 
Council file number and subject matter previously voted upon. A motion to reconsider is not debatable and shall require 
an affirmative vote of eight (8) members of the Council. 


When the Council has failed by sufficient votes to approve or reject an item, and has not lost jurisdiction over the matter, 
or has not caused it to be continued beyond the next regular meeting, the item is continued to the next regular meeting 
for the purpose of allowing the Council to again vote on the matter. 


The City Council rules provide that all items adopted by the Council will not be presented to the Mayor, or other designated 
officer by the City Clerk until the adjournment of the regular Council meeting following the date of the Council action. 
A motion to send an item "forthwith" if adopted by ten (10) votes, suspends these rules and requires the City Clerk to 
forward the matter to the Mayor, or other officer, without delay. 


When debate on an item is completed, the Chair will instruct the Clerk to "call the roll". Every member present must vote 
for or against each item; abstentions are not permitted. The Clerk will announce the votes on each item. Any member 
of Council may move to "reconsider" any vote on any item on the agenda, except to adjourn, suspend the Rules, or 
where an intervening event has deprived the Council of jurisdiction, providing that said member originally voted on the 
prevailing side of the item. The motion to "reconsider" shall only be in order once during the meeting, and once during the 
next regular meeting. The member requesting reconsideration shall identify for all members present the agenda number, 
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Council file number and subject matter previously voted upon. A motion to reconsider is not debatable and shall require 
an affirmative vote of eight (8) members of the Council. 


When the Council has failed by sufficient votes to approve or reject an item, and has not lost jurisdiction over the matter, 
or has not caused it to be continued beyond the next regular meeting, the item is continued to the next regular meeting 
for the purpose of allowing the Council to again vote on the matter. 


The City Council rules provide that all items adopted by the Council will not be presented to the Mayor, or other designated 
officer by the City Clerk until the adjournment of the regular Council meeting following the date of the Council action. 
A motion to send an item "forthwith" if adopted by ten (10) votes, suspends these rules and requires the City Clerk to 
forward the matter to the Mayor, or other officer, without delay. 


RULE 16 MOTIONS - Council Rule No. 16, in part, allows a member to send an item directly to the Council without it 
having to go to a Council Committee first, by giving the City Clerk a motion (seconded by an additional member) during 
a Council session to be placed on the next regular available Council agenda. 
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Los Angeles City Council Agenda 

Wednesday, June 2, 2021 

JOHN FERRARO COUNCIL CHAMBER ROOM 340, CITY HALL 200 NORTH SPRING STREET, 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 - 10:00 AM 








Roll Call 

Approval of the Minutes 

Commendatory Resolutions, Introductions and Presentations 
Multiple Agenda Item Comment 

Public Testimony of Non-agenda Items Within Jurisdiction of Council 


Items for which Public Hearings Have Been Held 


(1) 21-0416 
PERSONNEL, AUDITS, AND ANIMAL WELFARE COMMITTEE 
REPORT relative to approval of retention premiums and minimum step 
hiring for critical Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 
Classifications. 


Recommendation for Council action: 


APPROVE the following retention premium and advanced step hiring 
authority: 


1. Atwo-level retention premium of 5.5 percent per year, forthree years, 
for incumbent Electrical Service Managers, Transmission and 
Distribution Supervisors, Water Utility Superintendents, and Water 
Service Managers that are eligible for full retirement (i.e. 30 years of 
service and 55 years of age) with said premium to sunset three years 
after LADWP implementation as a means of affording the LADWP the 
ability to retain incumbents of the above classifications that are 
retirement-eligible for a period of time sufficient to retain and develop 
their potential replacements and serving as an incentive to attract 
retirement eligible supervisors early enough to lessen the impact of 
the overtime and/or double time earnings they would be forfeiting by 
joining the management ranks. 


2. Minimum step placement to step four of the five step salary range as 
a means of resolving difficulties that the LADWP is experiencing in 
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attracting candidates with the requisite knowledge, skills and abilities 
to promote to the management level classifications with said minimum 
step placement offseting the loss of overtime compensation in relation 
to base salary and the length of time that it takes to reach the top of 
the salary range of the new position. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the LADWP. Neither the City 
Adminsitrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 








Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 


(2) 15-1320-S1 
CD 13 CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION (MND), ADDENDUM, PLANNING AND LAND USE 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT, and ORDINANCE FIRST 
CONSIDERATION relative to a Conditional Use Permit Appeal and Zone 
Change for the properties located at 1523-1541 North Wilcox Avenue. 


Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. FIND that, based on the independent judgment of the decision-maker, 
after consideration of the whole of the administrative record, the 
Project was assessed in MND No. ENV-2014-3707-MND-REC-1, 
adopted on September 10, 2015; and, pursuant to California 
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines 15162 and 15164, as supported 
by the Addendum dated October 2020 (ENV-2014-3707-MND- 
REC2), no major revisions are required to the MND; and, no 
subsequent Environmental Impact Report or negative declaration is 
required for approval of the Project. 


2. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Central Los Angeles Area Planning 
Commission (CLAAPC) as the Findings of Council. 


3. RESOLVE TO DENY THE APPEAL filed by David Carrera, and 
THEREBY SUSTAIN the determination of the CLAAPC in approving a 
Conditional Use Permit to allow the sale and dispensing of a full line of 
alcoholic beverages for on-site consumption in conjunction with 1) a 
5,125 square-foot ground floor restaurant and 840 square-foot outdoor 
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eating area; 2) 4,970 square-foot combined lobby and lobby bar; 3) 
4,105 square-foot rooftop restaurant, bar, and lounge, and a 1,193 
square-foot outdoor dining terrace; 4) 3,406 square-foot combined 
pool bar, pool bar lounge, and pool deck; and, 5) within controlled 
access cabinets in the guest rooms (mini bars); the ground floor 
restaurant and bar would have operating hours between 6:00 a.m. and 
2:00 a.m. daily; the enclosed rooftop restaurant would have operating 
hours from 7:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. daily; and, the outdoor rooftop areas 
would operate between 7:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. daily; for the 
properties located at 1523-1541 North Wilcox Avenue, subject to the 
modified Conditions of Approval. 


4. PRESENT and ADOPT the accompanying ORDINANCE, dated 
December 8, 2020, effectuating a Zone Change from (T)(Q)C4-2D to 
(Q)C2-2D, pursuant to Section 12.32 of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC), for the use and maintenance of a 190-room hotel with: 
1) a 5,125 square-foot ground floor restaurant and 840 square-foot 
outdoor eating area; 2) 4,970 square-foot combined lobby and lobby 
bar; 3) 4,105 square-foot rooftop restaurant, bar, and lounge, and a 
1,193 square-foot outdoor dining terrace; and, 4) a 3,406 square-foot 
combined pool bar, pool bar lounge, and pool deck; the ground floor 
restaurant and bar would have operating hours between 6:00 a.m. and 
2:00 a.m. daily; the enclosed rooftop restaurant would have operating 
hours from 7:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. daily; the outdoor rooftop areas 
would operate between 7:00 a.m. and 12:00 a.m. daily; with live 
entertainment (including disc jockeys) and amplified music within the 
lobby bar, and live acoustic (non-amplified) music with up to three 
musicians and ambient music to complement the dining, bar, and/or 
lounge experience within the Project's ground floor restaurant and 
outdoor eating area; including a maximum of 24 special events 
annually; for the properties located at 1523-1541 North Wilcox 
Avenue, subject to the Conditions of Approval. 


5. ADVISE the applicant, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.32 G: 
...property shall not remain in a Q Qualified classification for more than 
six years unless during that time: (1) there is substantial physical 
development of the property to allow for one or more of the uses for 
which the Q Qualified classification was adopted; or (2) if no physical 
development is necessary, then the property is used for one or more 
of the purposes for which the Q Qualified classification was adopted... 
When these time limitations expire, the Q Qualified classification and 
the authority contained therein shall become null and void, the 
rezoning proceedings shall be terminated, and the property thereafter 
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may only be utilized for those purposes permitted prior to the 
commencement of such rezoning proceedings. 


6. ADVISE the applicant that, pursuant to State Public Resources Code 
Section 21081.6, the City shall monitor or require evidence that 
mitigation conditions are implemented and maintained throughout the 
life ofthe project, and the City may require any necessary fees to cover 
the cost of such monitoring. 


7. ADVISE the applicant that, pursuant to State Fish and Game Code 
Section 711.4, a Fish and Game Fee and/or Certificate of Fee 
Exemption is now required to be submitted to the County Clerk prior 
to or concurrent with the Environmental Notice of Determination filing. 


Applicant: 1541 Wilcox Hotel, LLC 


Representative: Alfred Fraijo, Jr., Sheppard, Mullin, Richter, and Hampton, 
LLP 


Case No. APCC-2020-537-ZC-CUB-1A 
Environmental No. ENV-2014-3707-MND-REC2 
Related Case: CPC-2014-3706-ZC-HD-ZAA-SPR 
Fiscal Impact Statement: 


The CLAAPC reports that there is no General Fund impact as 
administrative costs are recovered through fees. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(Continued from Council meeting of May 19, 2021) 





Recommendations for Council action: 


1. DETERMINE that the proposed designation is categorically exempt 
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to 
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Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 
31 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 


2. DETERMINE that the subject property conforms with the definition of 
a Monument pursuant to Section 22.171.7 of the Los Angeles 
Administrative Code. 


3. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC), 
as amended by the PLUM Committee, attached to the Council file in 
the communication from the Council District (CD) 13 Office, dated May 
4, 2021, as the Findings of Council. 


4. APPROVE the recommendations of the CHC relative to the inclusion 
of the Taix French Restaurant, located at 1910-2018 West Reservoir 
Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 


Owners/Applicants: 1911 Sunset Investors LLC c/o Chris Riha; and 
Raymond M. Taix, et al., c/o Annie Sperling, Silver Lake Heritage Trust 


Case No. CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
Environmental No. ENV-2020-5525-CE 
Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CHC. Neither the City 


Administrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 








Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 


(Continued from Council meeting of May 19, 2021) 


(4) 21-0420-S15 

CD 14 PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT (PLUM) COMMITTEE 
REPORT relative to a Finding of Public Convenience or Necessity (PCN) 
for a proposed retail commercial cannabis business submitted by 
Requestor, Green Qween LLC., at the proposed business premises 
address of 1051 South Broadway, Los Angeles, California 90015, in the 
Central City Community Plan Area; pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC) Section 104.06(a), Retail Storefront (Type 10) licenses are 
limited to only Social Equity Applicants, as defined in LAMC Section 
104.20(a) and (b), until January 1, 2025. 
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(5) 


(6) 


21-0420-S26 
CD 14 


21-0050 


Wednesday 


(PLUM Committee report to be submitted in Council. If public hearing 
is not held in Committee, an opportunity for public comment will be 
provided.) 

(Click on the above hyperlink or go to http://www.lacouncilfile.com 
for background documents.) 


(Scheduled pursuant to Ordinance No. 186703) 


Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





TIME LIMIT FILE - JUNE 2, 2021 
(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - JUNE 2, 2021) 


PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
relative to a Finding of Public Convenience or Necessity (PCN) for a 
proposed retail commercial cannabis business submitted by Requestor, 
La 11th Market LLC, at the proposed business premises address of 1058 
South Main Street, Los Angeles, California 90015, in the Central City 
Community Plan Area; pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) 
Section 104.06(a), Retail Storefront (Type 10) licenses are limited to only 
Social Equity Applicants, as defined in LAMC Section 104.20(a) and (b), 
until January 1, 2025. 


(PLUM Committee report to be submitted in Council. If public hearing 
is not held in Committee, an opportunity for public comment will be 
provided.) 

(Click on the above hyperlink or go to http://www.lacouncilfile.com 
for background documents.) 


(Scheduled pursuant to Ordinance No. 186703) 


Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





TIME LIMIT FILE - JUNE 2, 2021 
(LAST DAY FOR COUNCIL ACTION - JUNE 2, 2021) 
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CD 13 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES PROJECT EXEMPTION (SCPE) and 
PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT 
relative to a SCPE request for the properties located at 1818-1824 North 
Cherokee Avenue. 


Recommendations for Council action: 


1. FIND, upon a review of the entire administrative record, including the 
SCPE Case No. ENV-2020-4649-SCPE, and all comments received, 
that: 

a. The proposed project qualifies as a transit priority project 
pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21155(b), 
which by definition means that the proposed project is consistent 
with the general use designations, density, building intensity, and 
applicable policies specified for the project area in the Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) prepared by the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) pursuant to PRC Section 21155(a); and 
contains more than 50 percent residential; provides a minimum 
net density greater than 20 units an acre; and is within one-half 
mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor included 
in a regional transportation plan per PRC Section 21155(b). 


b. All criteria in PRC Section 21155.1(a) and (b) are met, including 
environmental criteria, land use criteria; and, at least one criteria 
(affordable housing) in PRC Section 21155.1(c). 


2. FIND that the proposed project qualifies as a transit priority project that 
is declared to be a Sustainable Communities Project and is therefore 
statutorily exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act, in 
accordance with PRC Section 21155.1; for a proposed project 
involving the demolition of an existing surface parking lot and the 
construction, use, and maintenance of a new, seven-story, 85-foot, 4 
inches (at its highest), multi-family residential building consisting of 86 
dwelling units, of which 21 units will be reserved for Very Low Income 
Households; the project includes 14 studio units, 54 one-bedroom 
units, and 18 two-bedroom units; a total of 9,649 square feet of open 
space; and, will provide 61 automobile parking spaces located within 
two subterranean levels; for the properties located at 1818-1824 North 
Cherokee Avenue. 


Applicant: Gidi Cohen, Cherokee Bliss, LLC 
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Representative: Matt Dzurec, Armbruster Goldsmith and Delvac LLP 
Case No. CPC-2020-4648-CU-DB-VHCA-PHP 

Environmental No. ENV-2020-4649-SCPE 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the Department of City 


Planning. Neither the City Administrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative 
Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(7) 20-1623 
CD 13 CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION and PLANNING AND LAND USE 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT relative to a California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Appeal, Density Bonus, and Site Plan 
Review for the properties located at 418-430 North Alvarado Street. 


Recommendations for Council action: 


1. FIND, based on the whole ofthe administrative record, that the project 
is exempt from the CEQA, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, 
Sections 15332, Class 32, and there is no substantial evidence 
demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies. 


2. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Los Angeles City Planning Commission 
(LACPC), as the Findings of Council. 


3. RESOLVE TO DENY THE APPEAL filed by Margarita Lopez, 
Coalition For An Equitable Westlake/MacArthur Park (Representative: 
Claudia Medina, Law Office of Claudia Medina), and THEREBY 
SUSTAIN the determination of the Los Angeles City Planning 
Commission (LACPC) in approving a Categorical Exemption as the 
environmental clearance for the project, a 35 percent Density Bonus 
(DB) for a project reserving eleven percent of the base dwelling units 
or six units for Very-Low Income Households, in conjunction with 
Parking Option 1 and the following two Off-Menu Incentives: a) a 
2.85:1 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in lieu of the otherwise permitted 1.5:1 
FAR for the C2- 1VL Zone; and, b) an increase in height and number 
of stories permitted, to allow a 69-foot, five-story building in lieu of a 
maximum 45-foot, three-story building for a mixed-use building in the 
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C2-1 VL Zone; and, approving a Site Plan Review for a project that 
creates or results in an increase of 50 or more net new dwelling units 
and/or guest rooms; for the demolition of an existing vacant private 
school, one single-family dwelling, and a duplex; and the construction, 
use, and maintenance of a new 73-unit, approximately 52,000 square 
foot mixed-use development including 500 square feet of ground-floor 
commercial space on approximately 19,197 square feet of land 
(21,517 square feet including alleys); the project will include a five- 
story building with two parking levels (including one subterranean 
level) that will provide a total of 81 parking spaces, and include six 
Very Low-Income units, for the properties located at 418-430 North 
Alvarado Street, subject to Conditions of Approval. 


Applicant: Victor Svilik, Caladan Investments, LLC 
Representative: Jonathan H. Riker, Esq. Ervin Cohen and Jessup 
Case No. CPC-2017-5092-DB-SPR-1A 

Environmental: ENV-2017-5093-CE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: The LACPC reports that there is no General Fund 
impact as administrative costs are recovered through fees. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(8) 21-0120 
CD 13 CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION and PLANNING AND LAND USE 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT relative to the inclusion of the 
Sister Mary Corita Studio, located at 5500-5518 West Franklin Avenue and 
1859-1863 North Western Avenue, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 


Recommendations for Council action: 


1. DETERMINE that the proposed designation is categorically exempt 
from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to 
Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 
31 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
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(9) 


20-0841 


Wednesday 


2. DETERMINE that the subject property conforms with the definition of 
a Monument pursuant to Section 22.171.7 of the Los Angeles 
Administrative Code. 


3. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) as 
the Findings of Council. 


4. APPROVE the recommendations of the CHC relative to the inclusion 
of the Sister Mary Corita Studio, located at 5500-5518 West Franklin 
Avenue and 1859-1863 North Western Avenue, in the list of Historic- 
Cultural Monuments. 


Owner: Franklin Western Partners, LLC 

Applicant: Nellie Scott 

Case No. CHC-2020-5630-HCM 

Environmental No. ENV-2020-5631-CE 

Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by CHC. Neither the City 


Administrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





STATUTORY EXEMPTION and COMMUNICATION FROM THE CITY 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER (CAO) relative to California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) analysis and recommendation that the projects 
located on 7570 North Figueroa Street and 2301 West 3rd Street, be 
determined to be statutorily exempt under Public Resources Code (PRC) 
Section 21080(b)(4) as specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate 
an emergency as also reflected in CEQA Guideline Section 15269(c); 
PRC section 21080.27 (AB 1197) applicable to City of Los Angeles 
emergency homeless shelters; and, because the projects use “Homeless 
Housing, Assistance and Prevention Program funds,” they are exempt 
under Governor’s order N-32-20; and, the sixth report regarding the 
COVID-19 Homelessness Roadmap funding recommendations. 
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(10) 


19-0914 


(Homelessness and Poverty Committee report to be submitted in 
Council. If a public hearing is not held in Committee, an opportunity 
for public comment will be provided.) 


(Click on the above hyperlink to go to: www.lacouncilfile.com for 
background documents.) 


(Ad Hoc Committee on COVID-19 Recovery and Neighborhood 
Investment waived consideration of the above matter) 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 
relative to the third report regarding Homeless Housing, Assistance and 
Prevention (HHAP) Program reprogramming and funding 
recommendations. 


(Homelessness and Poverty Committee report to be submitted in 
Council. If a public hearing is not held in Committee, an opportunity 
for public comment will be provided.) 


(Click on the above hyperlink to go to: www.lacouncilfile.com for 
background documents.) 


Items for which Public Hearings Have Not Been Held - (10 Votes Required for 
Consideration) 


(11) 


21-0002-S105 


Wednesday 


CONTINUED CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION (BUSCAINO — 
BONIN) and COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF LEGISLATIVE 
ANALYST (CLA) relative to establishing the City's position in its 2021-22 
State Legislative Program regarding Assembly Bill (AB) 816 (Chiu), 
which would require the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development and local governments of California to have 
their own local plans to reduce homelessness by 90 percent by 
December 31, 2029 and to establish a Homelessness Inspector General 
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who would ensure that each local government is following through on 
their plan based on their financial capability. 


A. RESOLUTION (BUSCAINO — BONIN) 


Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE 
CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 


ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION to include in the City's 2021-22 
State Legislative Program SUPPORT for AB 816 (Chiu), which would 
require the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development and local governments of California to have their own local 
plans to reduce homelessness by 90 percent by December 31, 2029 and to 
establish a Homelessness Inspector General who would ensure that each 
local government is following through on their plan based on their financial 
capability. 


B. COMMUNICATION FROM THE CLA 


Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE 
CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 


ADOPT the revised RESOLUTION, attached to the CLA report dated May 
24, 2021, to include in the City's 2021-22 State Legislative Program 
SUPPORT for AB 816 which would require the California Department of 
Housing and Community Development and local governments of California 
to have their own local plans to reduce homelessness by 90 percent by 
December 31, 2029 and to establish a Homelessness Inspector General 
who would ensure that each local government is following through on their 
plan based on their financial capability and SEEK AMENDMENT for the 
State to provide additional funding for homelessness prevention and 
housing creation. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CLA. The City 
Administrative Officer has not completed a financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(Rules, Elections, and Intergovernmental Relations Committee 
waived consideration of the above matter) 


(Continued from Council meeting of May 26, 2021) 


(12) 20-1021-S4 
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COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE CITY ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 
(CAO) relative to the Fifth Construction Projects Report (CPR) for Fiscal 
Year 2020-21. 


Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


APPROVE the recommendations as found in the CAO report dated May 7, 
2021, attached to the Council file, with the additional recommendations as 
contained in the addendum from the CAO dated May 20, 2021, attached 
to the Council file. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: The CAO reports that transfers, appropriations, 
and expenditure authority totaling $15.42 million are recommended in said 
CAO report. Of this amount, $7.02 million is for transfers, appropriations, 
and expenditure authority for the BSS, $2.28 million for the Department 
of General Services (GSD), and $6.12 million is for other City funds. All 
transfers and appropriations are based on existing funds, reimbursements, 
or revenues. There is no immediate General Fund impact for operations 
and maintenance costs as a result of the CAO's recommendations 
(Attachment No. X of said CAO report). 





In the Addendum, the CAO further states that transfers, appropriations, 
and expenditure authority totaling $1.85 million are recommended in said 
Addendum. Of this amount, $1.2 million is for transfers, appropriations, and 
expenditure authority for the CAO, $0.6 million for the GSD, and $50,000 is 
for the City Attorney. All transfers and appropriations are based on existing 
funds, reimbursements, or revenues. There is no immediate General Fund 
impact for operations and maintenance costs as a result of the CAO's 
recommendations. 


Financial Policies Statement: The CAO reports that the actions 
recommended in said CAO report comply with the City’s Financial Policies. 





Debt Impact Statement: The CAO reports that the issuance of Municipal 
Improvement Corporation of Los Angeles (MICLA) debt is a General Fund 
obligation. The issuance of MICLA for the Asphalt Plant No. 1 acquisition 
and the Los Angeles Convention Center (LACC) Expansion Project’s 
increased financial advisory services would cause the City to borrow 
approximately $6,225,000 at an approximate 5.5 percent interest rate over 
20 years. The total estimated debt service for the projects is $10,419,000, 
including interest of approximately $4,194,000. During the life of the bonds, 
the estimated average annual debt service is $521,000 over 20 years. 
Actual interest rates may differ as rates are dependent on market 
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conditions at the time of issuance. The CAO cannot fully predict what 
interest rates will be in the future. In accordance with the City's Debt 
Management Policy, the City has an established debt ceiling to guide in 
evaluating the affordability for future debt. The debt ceiling for non-voted 
direct debt as a percentage of General Fund revenues is 6.0 percent. The 
revised 2020-21 non voter-approved debt ratio is 2.78 percent. The 
issuance of debt for these projects will not cause the City to exceed the six 
percent non voter-approved debt limit. 


In the Addendum, the CAO further states that the issuance of MICLA debt 
is a General Fund obligation. The issuance of MICLA for the 
reauthorization of Municipal Facilities projects (Attachment A of said 
Addendum) and the LACC Expansion Project’s increased legal services 
costs would cause the City to borrow approximately $40,465,875 at an 
approximate 5.5 percent interest rate over 20 years. The issuance of 
MICLA for the reauthorization of Bureau of Sanitation Clean Street 
Vehicles would cause the City to borrow approximately $2,360,835 at an 
approximate 5.5 percent interest rate over 10 years. The total estimated 
debt service for the Municipal Facilities projects and Clean Street Vehicles 
is $70,855,000, including interest of approximately $28,028,000. During 
the life of the bonds, the estimated average annual debt service is 
$3,699,000 over the first 10 years and $3,386,000 over the following 10 
years. Actual interest rates may differ as rates are dependent on market 
conditions at the time of issuance. The CAO cannot fully predict what 
interest rates will be in the future. In accordance with the City's Debt 
Management Policy, the City has an established debt ceiling to guide in 
evaluating the affordability for future debt. The debt ceiling for non-voted 
direct debt as a percentage of General Fund revenues is 6.0 percent. The 
revised 2020-21 non voter-approved debt ratio is 2.78 percent. The 
issuance of debt for these projects will not cause the City to exceed the six 
percent non voter-approved debt limit. 


Community Impact Statement: None submitted 





(Information, Technology, and General Services and Budget and 
Finance Committees waived consideration of the above matter) 


(13) 21-0566 
CD 10 MOTION (RIDLEY-THOMAS — BLUMENFIELD) relative to funding for 
services associated with COVID19 Food Distribution in Council District 
10 provided by the Bureau of Street Services (BSS). 
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(14) 


21-0010-S9 


Wednesday 


Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. TRANSFER and APPROPRIATE $5,819 in the AB1290 Fund No. 
53P, Account No. 281210 (CD 10 Redevelopment Projects — 
Services) to the Subventions and Grants Fund No. 305/50, Revenue 
Source 4658 / 01 for services association with COVID19 Food 
Distribution in Council District 10 provided by the BSS(BSS Invoice 
Number 20210017-2021). 


2. AUTHORIZE the BSS to make any corrections, clarifications or 
revisions to the above fund transfer instructions, including any new 
instructions, in order to effectuate the intent of this Motion, and 
including any corrections and changes to fund or account numbers; 
said corrections / clarifications / changes may be made orally, 
electronically or by any other means. 


MOTION (MARTINEZ — PRICE) relative to offer of reward for information 
leading to the identification, apprehension, and conviction of the 
person(s) responsible for shooting death of Roberto Garcia Esqueda on 
July 3, 1991. 


Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. PROVIDE an offer of reward of $50,000 for information leading to the 
identification, apprehension, and conviction of the person(s) 
responsible for the shooting death of Roberto Garcia Esqueda on July 
3, 1991. 


2. FIND that the subject reward complies with the provisions to Chapter 
12, Article 1, Division 19, of the Los Angeles Administrative Code. 


3. DIRECT the City Clerk to publish the required notices and/or 
advertisements to effectuate this reward. 


EXHIBIT | 
Page 30 of 36 
Attachment 2 


- June 2, 2021 - PAGE 20 


(15) 20-0600-S93 
MOTION (KREKORIAN — BLUMENFIELD) relative to supplemental 
funding to meet immediate payroll and contractual obligations. 


Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. TRANSFER $10,562,236 from the Unappropriated Balance Fund No. 
100/58, Account No. 580196, Reserve for Mid-Year Adjustments 
Account to the following funds and accounts: 





Fund No./Department Account No. Amount 
100/02, Aging 003040, Contractual: -¢5:200:000 
Services 
100/14, City Clerk 90101 galanes 1,212,512 
General 
100/35, Emergency 001010, Salaries 
50,832 
Management General 
100/74, Board of Public 001010, Salaries 700,001 
Works General 
100/78, Bureau of 001010, Salaries 4,600,000 
Engineering General 
100/84, Bureau of Street 001010, Salaries 1.698.891 
Lighting General AA aos 


Total $10,562,236 


2. TRANSFER $245,275 from the Capital Finance Administration Fund 
No. 100/53, Account No. 000342, MICLA 2012-B CP Real Property 
Refinancing to the Bureau of Street Lighting Fund No. 100/84, Account 
No. 001010, Salaries General. 


3. TRANSFER $35,000 in Sewer Capital Funds from the Bureau of 
Engineering Fund No. 100/78, Account No. 001090, Overtime General 
to the Bureau of Engineering Fund No. 100/78, Account No. 001100, 
Hiring Hall Salaries. 


(16) 21-0600 
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(17) 


20-1444 


Wednesday 


CONSIDERATION OF MAYOR'S VETO MESSAGE, upon receipt, 
pursuant to Charter Section 315. City Council has five days, excluding 
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays, upon receipt of the Mayor's veto 
to overcome such action of the Mayor relative to any item or items of the 
budget. 


(The Mayor has until June 3, 2021 to submit his Veto Message to the 
City Council, pursuant to Charter Section 314.) 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS (BPW) 
relative to Participant Agreement with the County of Los Angeles (County) 
for the acquisition of aerial imagery and associated products as a member 
of the countywide Los Angeles Region Imagery Acquisition Consortium 
(LARIAC) 6 Project. 


Recommendations for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF 
THE MAYOR: 


1. ADOPT the BPW report dated June 23, 2021, attached to the Council 


file, to AUTHORIZE the City Engineer, to execute a Participant 
Agreement with the County for the acquisition of aerial imagery and 
associated products as a member of the countywide LARIAC6 Project. 


. AUTHORIZE the City Engineer, or designee, to execute the Participant 


Agreement with the County on behalf of the City and to pay to the County 
$705,995 for the acquisition of imagery and associated products from 
the countywide LARIAC6 Project, associated with the Letter of Intent 
signed June 13, 2019 (Transmittal No. 1 of said BPW report). 


. APPROVE funding in the amount of $63,891 from Fund No. 100/78, 


Appropriation Unit No. 001090 for the Bureau of Engineering’s (BOE) 
participation in the countywide LARIAC6 Project. 


. REQUEST the Controller to transfer the following amounts from the City 


departments and bureaus identified in said BPW report, totaling 
$705,995 from various departmental appropriation units to the new 
appropriation unit in the Engineering Special Services Fund No. 682/50, 
titled "LARIAC6 Project," to enable the BOE to make the full payment to 
the County for the LARIAC6 Project. 


EXHIBIT | 
Page 32 of 36 
Attachment 2 


- June 2, 2021 - PAGE 22 


(18) 


21-0002-S125 


Wednesday 


Appropriation 


Dept. Name Fund/Dept. Unit No Amount 
Dept. of City Planning 588/68 003040 $48,888 
Los Angeles Harbor Dept. 702/42 1000/699 48,888 


Los Angeles Dept. of 


Building and Safety 48R/08 S530 138,776 
Bureau of Sanitation 100/82 003040 48,888 
Los Angeles Police Dept. 100/70 003040/90355 48,888 
Bureau of Engineering 100/78 001090 63,891 
Los Angeles Fire Dept. 100/38 03040 48,888 
Los Angeles Dept. of Water 51/98 5166 129,444 
and Power 

Los Angeles Dept. of Water 01/98 5166 129.444 
and Power A 


TOTAL: $705,995 


5. REQUEST all the General Managers, or designees, of the various City 
departments and Public Works bureaus identified in Recommendation 
No. 4 above to complete the transfer of funds in coordination with the 
Controller. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the BPW. Neither the City 
Administrative Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a 
financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted 





(Information, Technology, and General Services Committee waived 
consideration of the above matter) 


COMMUNICATION FROM THE CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST (CLA) 
and RESOLUTION (DE LEON - CEDILLO - ET AL.) relative to 
establishing the City's position in its 2021-2022 Federal Legislative 
Program regarding administrative or legislative action which would 
support the international condemnation of the repression and violence 
being perpetrated by the Colombian government against civilians, and 
related matters. 
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Recommendation for Council action, SUBJECT TO THE 
CONCURRENCE OF THE MAYOR: 


ADOPT the accompanying RESOLUTION to include in the City’s 
2021-2022 Federal Legislative Program SUPPORT for any administrative 
or legislative action which would: 1) support the international 
condemnation of the repression and violence being perpetrated by the 
Colombian government against civilians, 2) enforce the Leahy Laws to 
suspend aid to the Colombian government in the form of funding, arms, 
and crowd control equipment, and 3) guarantee freedom of movement and 
demonstration and equitable access to testing, health care, humanitarian 
aid, and vaccinations, until all perpetrators of human rights violations are 
brought to justice and violence against civilians ceases. 


Fiscal Impact Statement: Neither the City Administrative Officer nor the 
CLA has completed a financial analysis of this report. 





Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 





(Rules, Elections, and Intergovernmental Relations Committee 
waived consideration of the above matter) 


Items Called Special 

Motions for Posting and Referral 

Council Members' Requests for Excuse from Attendance at Council Meetings 
Adjourning Motions 


Council Adjournment 


EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES - If you challenge a City action in court, you may be limited to raising only those 
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City 
Clerk at or prior to, the public hearing. Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on 
a matter will become a part of the administrative record. 


CODE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE SECTION 1094.5 - If a Council action is subject to judicial challenge pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.5, be advised that the time to file a lawsuit challenging a final action by the City Council is limited by Code of Civil 
Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that the lawsuit must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the 
Council's action becomes final. 
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Materials relative to items on this agenda can be obtained from the Office of the City Clerk's Council File Management System, 
at by entering the Council File number listed immediately following the item number (e.g., 00-0000). 
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ANGELES, CA 90012 
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EXHIBIT J 


TAIX FRENCH RESTAURANT 
1911-1929 West Sunset Boulevard; 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street 
CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
ENV-2020-5525-CE 


FINDINGS 


(As Amended by the Cultural Heritage Commission on December 17, 2020) 


e Taix French Restaurant “exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, 
economic or social history of the nation, state, city or community” as the long-time location 
of Taix French Restaurant, a business that bears a significant association with the 
commercial identity of Los Angeles. 


DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 


Taix French Restaurant meets one of the Historic-Cultural Monument criteria: the subject property 
“exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, economic or social history of the nation, 
state, city or community” as the long-time location of Taix French Restaurant, a business that 
bears a significant association with the commercial identity of Los Angeles. 


Los Angeles has a wide range of long-term businesses that have served residents, visitors, and 
tourists for decades and have made important contributions to the commercial history of Los 
Angeles. SurveyLA identifies several eligibility standards for evaluating properties for historic 
significance under the theme of “Commercial Identity, 1920-1980.” These include evaluating 
whether a property “is associated with a business that made an important contribution to 
commercial growth and development in Los Angeles” and whether it “is the founding or the long- 
term location of a business significant in commercial history.” The subject property has served as 
the location for Taix French Restaurant, a business established in 1927, for nearly 60 years. In 
Los Angeles and elsewhere, well-established and long-lived businesses, such as Taix French 
Restaurant, take on important social qualities and over time, they often organically mature into 
iconic and revered cultural institutions. Their endurance becomes ingrained into a neighborhood's 
collective memory and plays an integral role in defining a community’s sense of cultural and 
commercial identity. Since 1962, Taix French Restaurant has remained in continuous operation 
at its location in Echo Park. Over the course of its nine decades in business, the restaurant has 
become known for serving country French dishes in its stylish, dimly lit dining rooms and a cocktail 
lounge. Its banquet rooms have often been used as gathering places for large parties, especially 
before and after games at nearby Dodger Stadium. Taix French Restaurant is considered a legacy 
business and a beloved community institution, earning it a reputation as one of Los Angeles’ most 
iconic dining establishments. 


Although the property has experienced some interior and exterior alterations since Taix relocated 
to the subject property in 1962, all changes are associated with the restaurant’s growth over time 
and are compatible with the original continental dining design intent. Therefore, the subject 
property retains a high level of integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, 
feeling, and association to convey its significance. 


CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (“CEQA”) FINDINGS 


State of California CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 “consists of actions taken EXHIBIT J 
by regulatory agencies, as authorized by state or local ordinance, to assure the maintenance pag etof2 


CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
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restoration, enhancement, or protection of the environment where the regulatory process involves 
procedures for protection of the environment.” 


State of California CEQA Guidelines Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 “consists of projects 
limited to maintenance, repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation 
or reconstruction of historical resources in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, 
Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic buildings.” 


The designation of Taix French Restaurant as an Historic-Cultural Monument in accordance with 
Chapter 9, Article 1, of The City of Los Angeles Administrative Code (“LAAC”) will ensure that 
future construction activities involving the subject property are regulated in accordance with 
Section 22.171.14 of the LAAC. The purpose of the designation is to prevent significant impacts 
to a Historic-Cultural Monument through the application of the standards set forth in the LAAC. 
Without the regulation imposed by way of the pending designation, the historic significance and 
integrity of the subject property could be lost through incompatible alterations and new 
construction and the demolition of an irreplaceable historic site/open space. The Secretary of the 
Interiors Standards for Rehabilitation are expressly incorporated into the LAAC and provide 
standards concerning the historically appropriate construction activities which will ensure the 
continued preservation of the subject property. 


The City of Los Angeles has determined based on the whole of the administrative record, that 
substantial evidence supports that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Section 15331, Class 31, and none of 
the exceptions to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 applies. 
The project was found to be exempt based on the following: 


The use of Categorical Exemption Class 8 in connection with the proposed 
designation is consistent with the goals of maintaining, restoring, enhancing, and 
protecting the environment through the imposition of regulations designed to 
prevent the degradation of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 


The use of Categorical Exemption Class 31 in connection with the proposed 
designation is consistent with the goals relating to the preservation, rehabilitation, 
restoration and reconstruction of historic buildings and sites in a manner consistent 
with the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties. 


Categorical Exemption ENV-2020-5525-CE was prepared on November 13, 2020. 
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EXHIBIT K 


Determination Letter: 
CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
Mailing Date: January 26,2021 


1911 Sunset Investors LLC 

c/o Chris Riha 

1675 S. Marlow Ave. Suite 404 
Portland, OR 97225 


Raymond M. Taix Et Al 
3586 E. California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA 91107 


Charles J. Fisher 
140 S. Avenue 57 
Highland Park, CA 90042 


Council District 13 


Craig.bullock@lacity.org 
Amy.ablakat@lacity.org 


1911 Sunset Investors LLC 

c/o Chris Riha 

1675 S. Marlow Ave. Suite 404 
Portland, OR 97225 


Raymond M. Taix Et Al 
3586 E. California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA 91107 


Annie Sperling 
Silver Lake Heritage Trust 


2568 Griffith Park Boulevard #277 


Los Angeles, CA 90039 


Certified Mail Number: 


1911 Sunset Investors LLC 

c/o Chris Riha 

1675 S. Marlow Ave. Suite 404 
Portland, OR 97225 


Raymond M. Taix Et Al 
3586 E. California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA 91107 
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EXHIBIT L 


CITY PLANNING CITY OF LOS ANGELES 


200 N. SPRING STREET, ROOM 272 CALIFORNIA 
Los ANGELES, CA 90012-4801 


CULTURAL HERITAGE COMMISSION 


RICHARD BARRON 
PRESIDENT 


GAIL KENNARD 
VICE PRESIDENT 





PILAR BUELNA 


DIANE KANNER 
BARRY MILOFSKY 
COMMISSION OFFICE ERIC GARCETTI 
(213) 978-1300 MAYOR 


January 26, 2021 

Los Angeles City Council 

c/o Office of the City Clerk 
City Hall, Room 395 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attention: PLUM Committee 


Dear Honorable Members: 


TAIX FRENCH RESTAURANT; 1911-1929 WEST SUNSET BOULEVARD; 
RESERVOIR STREET; CHC-2020-5524-HCM; ENV-2020-5525-CE; CD-13 


EXECUTIVE OFFICES 


VINCEN 


2 
KEVIN 


P. BERTONI, AICP 
DIRECTOR 
3) 978-1271 


J. KELLER, AICP 


EXECUTIVE OFFICER 


(2 


3) 978-1272 


LISA M. WEBBER, AICP 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 





(2 





http://p 


3) 978-1274 


anning.lacity.org 


1910-2018 WEST 


At its meeting of December 17, 2020, the Cultural Heritage Commission took the actions below to include 
Taix French Restaurant in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments, subject to adoption by the City Council: 


1. Determined that the proposed designation is categorically exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8 and Article 19, 


Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines; 


2. Determined that the property conforms with the definition of a Monument pursuant to Section 


22.171.7 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code; 


3. Recommended that the City Council consider Taix French Restaurant for inclusion in the list of 


Historic-Cultural Monuments; and 
4. Adopted the attached amended Findings of the Commission. 


The Commission vote was as follows: 


Moved: Kanner 
Seconded: Milofsky 

Ayes: Barron, Kennard 
Absent: Buelna 

Vote: 4-0 


James K. Williams, Commission Executive Assistant Il 
Cultural Heritage Commission 
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The Cultural Heritage Commission would appreciate your inclusion of the subject property to the list of Historic- 
Cultural Monuments. 

Time for Council to Act: The Commission action is hereby transmitted to the City Council for consideration. 
Pursuant to Section 22.171.10(f) of the Los Angeles Administrative Code, the Council may approve or disapprove 
in whole or in part an application or initiation for a proposed designation of a Monument. The Council shall act in 
90-days of the public hearing held before the Commission on the proposed designation. The City Council may 
unilaterally extend the 90-day time limit to act for a maximum of 15 days for good cause. With written consent of 
the owner, the time for the City Council to act may be extended by up to an additional 60 days. If the Council does 
not act on the application or initiation within this specified time limit, the application or initiation to designate a 
Monument shall be deemed to have been denied. 


Enclosure: Amended Findings of the Cultural Heritage Commission, Staff Report, Mailing List 
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EXHIBIT M 


HOLLY L. WOLCOTT City of Los Angeles OFFICE OF THE 
CITY CLERK CALIFORNIA CITY CLERK 
Council and Public Services Division 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
General Information: (213) 978-1133 
FAX: (213) 978-1040 


PATRICE Y. LATTIMORE 
DIVISION MANAGER 


PETTY F. SANTOS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 





clerk.lacity.org 


ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 


April 23, 2021 CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
ENV-2020-5525-CE 
Council District 13 


1911 Sunset Investors LLC 

c/o Chris Riha 

1675 South Marlow Avenue, Suite 404 
Portland, OR 97225 


Raymond M. Taix, et al. 
3586 East California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA 91107 


CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 


You are hereby notified that the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee of the 
Los Angeles City Council will hold a public hearing telephonically on Tuesday, May 4, 2021, at 
approximately 2:00 PM or soon thereafter, to consider the following: Categorical Exemption from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, 
and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the 
Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911- 
1929 West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 


In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns 
over COVID-19, this Los Angeles City Council committee meeting will be conducted 
telephonically. 


The audio for this meeting is broadcast live on the internet at: [httos://clerk lacity.org/calendar] 
The live audio can also be heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471- 
CITY (Westside) and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). If the live audio is unavailable via one of 
these channels, members of the public should try one of the other channels. 





Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items listed on the agenda 
should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID No. 161 644 6631 and then press +. Press # 
again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, press *9 to request to 
speak. 
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Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, 
consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's 
Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay Services for the hearing impaired, please 





visit this site for information: |https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/quides/telecommunications-relay- 





services-trs 


If you are unable to telephone-in at this meeting, you may submit your comments in writing. 
Written comments may be addressed to the City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 or submitted by email to:|www.LACouncilComment.com 


In_ addition, you may view the contents of Council file No. 21-0119 by visiting: 
www.lacouncilfile.com 


Please be advised that the PLUM Committee reserves the right to continue this matter to a later 
date, subject to any time limit constraints. 





For inquiries about the Cultural Heritage Commission report, contact City Planning staff: 
Lambert M. Giessinger (213) 847-3648 lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Melissa Jones (213) 847-3679 melissa.jones@lacity.org 





For inquiries about the meeting, contact City Clerk staff: 
Armando Bencomo (213) 978-1080 clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 











Note: If you challenge this proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the 
administrative record. The time in which you may seek judicial review of any final action by the City Council is limited by 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that an action pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.5 challenging the Council's action must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the Council action 
becomes final. 


EXHIBIT M 


Page 2 of 4 


AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 


HOLLY L. WOLCOTT City of Los Angeles OFFICE OF THE 
CITY CLERK CALIFORNIA CITY CLERK 
Council and Public Services Division 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
General Information: (213) 978-1133 
FAX: (213) 978-1040 


PETTY F. SANTOS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 


PATRICE Y. LATTIMORE 
DIVISION MANAGER 





clerk.lacity.org 


ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 


April 23, 2021 CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
ENV-2020-5525-CE 
Council District 13 


NOTICE TO INTERESTED PARTIES 


You are hereby notified that the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee of the 
Los Angeles City Council will hold a public hearing telephonically on Tuesday, May 4, 2021, at 
approximately 2:00 PM or soon thereafter, to consider the following: Categorical Exemption from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, 
and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the 
Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911- 
1929 West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 


In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns 
over COVID-19, this Los Angeles City Council committee meeting will be conducted 
telephonically. 


The audio for this meeting is broadcast live on the internet at: | https://clerk.lacity.org/calendar 


The live audio can also be heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471- 
CITY (Westside) and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). If the live audio is unavailable via one of 
these channels, members of the public should try one of the other channels. 





Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items listed on the agenda 
should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID No. 161 644 6631 and then press +. Press # 
again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, press *9 to request to 
speak. 


Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, 
consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's 
Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay Services for the hearing impaired, please 
visit this site for information: 


If you are unable to telephone-in at this meeting, you may submit your comments in writing. 
Written comments may be addressed to the City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 or submitted by email to:|www.LACouncilComment.com 


In addition, you may view the contents of Council file No. 21-0119 by visiting: 
www.lacouncilfile.com EXHIBIT M 
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Please be advised that the PLUM Committee reserves the right to continue this matter to a later 
date, subject to any time limit constraints. 





For inquiries about the Cultural Heritage Commission report, contact City Planning staff: 
Lambert M. Giessinger (213) 847-3648 lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Melissa Jones (213) 847-3679 melissa.jones@lacity.org 





For inquiries about the meeting, contact City Clerk staff: 
Armando Bencomo (213) 978-1080 clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 











Armando Bencomo 

Deputy City Clerk, Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 

(213) 978-1080 


Note: If you challenge this proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone 
else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or 
prior to, the public hearing. Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action 
on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. The time in which you may seek judicial review of any final 
action by the City Council is limited by California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that an action 
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5 challenging the Council's action must be filed no later than the 90th 
day following the date on which the Council action becomes final. 
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AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 


EXHIBIT N 


File No. 21-0119 


CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION and PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT (PLUM) 
COMMITTEE REPORT relative to the inclusion of the Taix French Restaurant, located at 
1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments. 


Recommendations for Council action: 


1. DETERMINE thatthe proposed designation is categorically exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), pursuant to Article 19, Section 
15308, Class 8 and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. 


2. DETERMINE that the subject property conforms with the definition of a Monument 
pursuant to Section 22.171.7 of the Los Angeles Administrative Code. 


3. ADOPT the FINDINGS of the Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC), as amended 
by the PLUM Committee, attached to the Council file in the communication from 
the Council District (CD) 13 Office, dated May 4, 2021, as the Findings of Council. 


4. APPROVE the recommendations of the CHC relative to the inclusion of the Taix 
French Restaurant, located at 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of 
Historic-Cultural Monuments. 


Owners/Applicants: 1911 Sunset Investors LLC c/o Chris Riha; and Raymond M. Taix, et 
al., c/o Annie Sperling, Silver Lake Heritage Trust 


Case No. CHC-2020-5524-HCM 


Environmental No. ENV-2020-5525-CE 


Fiscal Impact Statement: None submitted by the CHC. Neither the City Administrative 
Officer nor the Chief Legislative Analyst has completed a financial analysis of this report. 


Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 
SUMMARY 


At a regular meeting held on May 4, 2021, the PLUM Committee considered a CHC report 
relative to the inclusion of the Taix French Restaurant, located at 1910-2018 West 
Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments. Staff from the Department of 
City Planning provided an overview of the matter. A Representative of CD 13 provided 
comments in support of the designation and read the proposed supplemental Findings 
into the record, as reflected in the communication from the CD 13 Office dated May 4, 
2021. After an opportunity for public comment, and presentation by the Applicant’s 
representative, the Committee recommended to approve the inclusion of the Taix French 
Restaurant in the list of Historic-Cultural Monuments; and, adopt the Findings as 
amended. This matter is now submitted to the Council for consideration. 
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Respectfully Submitted, 


PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 





MEMBER VOTE 

HARRIS-DAWSON: YES 

CEDILLO: YES 

BLUMENFIELD: YES 

RIDLEY-THOMAS: YES 

LEE: YES 
AXB 


21-0119 rpt_PLUM_05-04-21 
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EXHIBIT O 


Connect 


Create 
. oo. Armando Bencomo <armando.bencomo@lacity.org> 
Public Comments Not Uploaded Taix is a special place and you cannot "rebuild" it 
1 message 
Kristina B <djkristinab@gmail.com> Tue, May 4, 2021 at 9:05 AM 


Reply-To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org, councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org, craig.bullock@lacity.org 


Taix is a special gathering place for the community. | cannot count the number of birthday parties, anniversaries, and 
special events I've attended there, and the number of good memories I've made there. 


We are letting developers ravage this city and destroy everything that makes it special. 


Do not let developers destroy Taix, and replace it with luxury apartments unaffordable to the community they are 
purporting to serve. Preserve it for the community and for future generations to enjoy. 
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EXHIBIT P 


Communication from Public 


Name: Mark Cappelletty 
Date Submitted: 05/04/2021 12:24 PM 
Council File No: 21-0119 


Comments for Public Posting: Please accept the landmark nomination for Taix Restaurant in full 
and do NOT alter 1t so that developers can ruin the integrity of 
both the building, the restaurant and the area at large. Taix is a 
piece of Los Angeles history and preserving it for future 
generations as it is now is incredibly important, particularly as we 
are nearing the end of this pandemic with restaurants, bars and 
other hospitality businesses opening up again. 
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EXHIBIT Q 


5/4/2021 City of Los Angeles Mail - Public Comments Not Uploaded RE: 21-0119 / CHC-2020-5524-HCM (Taix French Restaurant) 
Public Comments Not Uploaded RE: 21-0119 / CHC-2020-5524-HCM (Taix French Restaurant) 


1 message 


Kim Cooper <tours@esotouric.com> Mon, May 3, 2021 at 10:06 PM 


Reply-To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 
To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org, Mitch O'Farrell <councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, Craig Bullock <craig.bullock@lacity.org> 


Dear PLUM Committee and Councilman O'Farrell, 


As Los Angeles historians and tour guides, who for the past 15 years have guided tens of thousands of Angelenos and visitors on excursions through historic 
neighborhoods and legacy businesses, we urge you to accept the landmark designation for Taix French Restaurant without restrictions. 


Although the present owner of the business claims to be unable to make a profit from his home in Utah, there are many entrepreneurs who believe that Taix has 
enormous potential--as a thriving restaurant, bar, and event venue, with plenty of room to develop the property without demolishing the beloved and historic 
building. 


Landmarking Taix does not prevent the business from growing and evolving. It simply recognizes that after 94 years of good will and good service, a business 
becomes something more than brick and plaster. There is room to build up while preserving Taix as a building and as a business--it just requires more imagination 
than it would to knock Taix down and start from scratch. 


The community is counting on you to share our faith in Taix and in the creativity of the architect, developer and business owner. Landmark Taix without 
restrictions. 


sincerely yours, 


Kim Cooper & Richard Schave 
Esotouric 
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Public Comments Not Uploaded Taix French Restaurant historic designation 
1 message 


Kathy A. McDonald <writerkathymcd@gmail.com> Mon, May 3, 2021 at 4:17 PM 
Reply-To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 

To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org, councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org, craig.bullock@lacity.org 

Cc: info@silverlakeheritage.org, twarren@hollandpartnergroup.com, rguthrie@hollandpartnergroup.com 


May 3, 2021 
To: Mitch O'Farrell and members of LA’s PLUM Committee/VIA EMAIL 
Re: Taix French Restaurant historic designation 


As a customer of Taix French Restaurant for the past 40 years and an Echo Park resident, | urge the committee to follow the lead of the Cultural Heritage 
Commission and assign historic status to Taix French Restaurant, a beloved and important Echo Park cultural institution and landmark. 


The building should be recognized and preserved as it is among the last of its kind in Los Angeles and has welcomed Angelenos from all walks of life for the past 
70 years in this location and another 20+ years in its original location. It was an important local legacy business prior to the pandemic shutdown. Both of my 
children (now ages 31 and 27) had their first restaurant experience at Taix: | took them there for lunch in their car seats when they were only weeks old. We sat in 
a comfy booth and were welcomed by my favorite waiter, Bernard. Priceless memories. Years later when they became adults, my sons have also become 
dedicated Taix customers—l’m sure many others share these generational experiences. 

The neon sign out front is a local landmark and should be recognized and designated historic along with the clinker brick front facade. 


Let's not bulldoze all of LA's historic commercial architecture and low-rise streetscapes. Developers and their architects should be encouraged to save culturally 
important sites rather than incentivized to demolish them. 


Thank you. 
Kathy A. McDonald 


writerkathymcd@gmail.com 
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EXHIBIT R 


Communication from Public 


Name: Kim Cooper & Richard Schave 
Date Submitted: 05/03/2021 10:01 PM 
Council File No: 21-0119 


Comments for Public Posting: Dear PLUM Committee, As Los Angeles historians and tour 
guides, who for the past 15 years have guided tens of thousands of 
Angelenos and visitors on excursions through historic 
neighborhoods and legacy businesses, we urge you to accept the 
landmark designation for Taix French Restaurant without 
restrictions. Although the present owner of the business claims to 
be unable to make a profit from his home in Utah, there are many 
entrepreneurs who believe that Taix has enormous potential--as a 
thriving restaurant, bar, and event venue, with plenty of room to 
develop the property without demolishing the beloved and historic 
building. Landmarking Taix does not prevent the business from 
growing and evolving. It simply recognizes that after 94 years of 
good will and good service, a business becomes something more 
than brick and plaster. There is room to build up while preserving 
Taix as a building and as a business--it just requires more 
imagination than it would to knock Taix down and start from 
scratch. The community is counting on you to share our faith in 
Taix and in the creativity of the architect, developer and business 
owner. Landmark Taix without restrictions. sincerely yours, Kim 
Cooper & Richard Schave Esotouric 
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Communication from Public 


Name: Katherine McDonald 
Date Submitted: 05/03/2021 04:33 PM 
Council File No: 21-0119 


Comments for Public Posting: Case: CHC-2020-5524-HCM To: Mitch O”Farrell and members 
of LA’s PLUM Committee Re: Taix French Restaurant historic 
designation As a customer of Taix French Restaurant for the past 
40 years and Echo Park resident, I urge the committee to follow 
the lead of the Cultural Heritage Commission and assign historic 
status to Taix French Restaurant, a beloved and important Echo 
Park cultural institution and landmark. The building should be 
recognized and preserved as it is among the last of its kind in Los 
Angeles and has welcomed Angelenos from all walks of life for 
the past 70 years in this location and another 20+ years in its 
original location. It was an important local legacy business prior 
to the pandemic shutdown. The neon sign out front is a local 
landmark and should be recognized and designated historic along 
with the historic roadside architecture. Let’s not bulldoze all of 
LA’s historic commercial architecture and low-rise streetscapes. 
Developers and their architects should be encouraged to save 
culturally important places rather than incentivized to demolish 
them. Thank you. 
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5/4/2021 City of Los Angeles Mail - Public Comments Not Uploaded CHC-2020-5524-HCM + Taix Restaurant 
Public Comments Not Uploaded CHC-2020-5524-HCM + Taix Restaurant 


1 message 


christine@silverlakeheritage.org <christine@silverlakeheritage.org> Sun, May 2, 2021 at 9:27 PM 
Reply-To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 

To: clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org, Mitch O'Farrell <councilmember.ofarrell@lacity.org>, Craig Bullock <craig.bullock@lacity.org> 

Cc: Lambert Giessinger <Lambert.Giessinger@lacity.org>, Linda Dishman <Idishman@laconservancy.org>, Adrian Fine <afine@laconservancy.org>, Echo Park 
Historical Society <ephs@historicechopark.org> 


Dear Leaders, 


Please help secure and celebrate the history of our eclectic, diverse, and immensely creative Echo Park/Silver Lake/Elysian Valley communities by approving the 
nomination of Taix Restaurant as a Los Angeles Historic Cultural Monument. 


Thank you, 


Christine Kantner 
Founding Board Member 


THE SILVER LAKE 
HERITAGE TRUST 
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HOLLY L. WOLCOTT City of Los Angeles OFFICE OF THE 
CITY CLERK CALIFORNIA CITY CLERK 
Council and Public Services Division 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
General Information: (213) 978-1133 
FAX: (213) 978-1040 


PATRICE Y. LATTIMORE 
DIVISION MANAGER 


PETTY F. SANTOS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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April 23, 2021 CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
ENV-2020-5525-CE 
Council District 13 


1911 Sunset Investors LLC 

c/o Chris Riha 

1675 South Marlow Avenue, Suite 404 
Portland, OR 97225 


Raymond M. Taix, et al. 
3586 East California Boulevard 
Pasadena, CA 91107 


CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 


You are hereby notified that the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee of the 
Los Angeles City Council will hold a public hearing telephonically on Tuesday, May 4, 2021, at 
approximately 2:00 PM or soon thereafter, to consider the following: Categorical Exemption from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, 
and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the 
Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911- 
1929 West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 


In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns 
over COVID-19, this Los Angeles City Council committee meeting will be conducted 
telephonically. 


The audio for this meeting is broadcast live on the internet at: [httos://clerk lacity.org/calendar] 
The live audio can also be heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471- 
CITY (Westside) and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). If the live audio is unavailable via one of 
these channels, members of the public should try one of the other channels. 





Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items listed on the agenda 
should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID No. 161 644 6631 and then press +. Press # 
again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, press *9 to request to 
speak. 
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Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, 
consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's 
Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay Services for the hearing impaired, please 






visit this site for information: |https://www.fcc.gov/consumers/quides/telecommunications-relay- 


If you are unable to telephone-in at this meeting, you may submit your comments in writing. 
Written comments may be addressed to the City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 or submitted by email to:|www.LACouncilComment.com 


In_ addition, you may view the contents of Council file No. 21-0119 by visiting: 
www.lacouncilfile.com 


Please be advised that the PLUM Committee reserves the right to continue this matter to a later 
date, subject to any time limit constraints. 





For inquiries about the Cultural Heritage Commission report, contact City Planning staff: 
Lambert M. Giessinger (213) 847-3648 lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Melissa Jones (213) 847-3679 melissa.jones@lacity.org 





For inquiries about the meeting, contact City Clerk staff: 
Armando Bencomo (213) 978-1080 clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 











Note: If you challenge this proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at 
the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action on a matter will become a part of the 
administrative record. The time in which you may seek judicial review of any final action by the City Council is limited by 
California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that an action pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 
1094.5 challenging the Council's action must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the Council action 
becomes final. 
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AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 


HOLLY L. WOLCOTT City of Los Angeles OFFICE OF THE 
CITY CLERK CALIFORNIA CITY CLERK 
Council and Public Services Division 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 395 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
General Information: (213) 978-1133 
FAX: (213) 978-1040 


PETTY F. SANTOS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER 


PATRICE Y. LATTIMORE 
DIVISION MANAGER 





clerk.lacity.org 


ERIC GARCETTI 
MAYOR 


April 23, 2021 CHC-2020-5524-HCM 
ENV-2020-5525-CE 
Council District 13 


NOTICE TO INTERESTED PARTIES 


You are hereby notified that the Planning and Land Use Management (PLUM) Committee of the 
Los Angeles City Council will hold a public hearing telephonically on Tuesday, May 4, 2021, at 
approximately 2:00 PM or soon thereafter, to consider the following: Categorical Exemption from 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Article 19, Section 15308, Class 8, 
and Article 19, Section 15331, Class 31 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and report from the 
Cultural Heritage Commission relative to the inclusion of Taix French Restaurant, located at 1911- 
1929 West Sunset Boulevard; and 1910-2018 West Reservoir Street, in the list of Historic-Cultural 
Monuments. 


In conformity with the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 (March 17, 2020) and due to concerns 
over COVID-19, this Los Angeles City Council committee meeting will be conducted 
telephonically. 


The audio for this meeting is broadcast live on the internet at: | https://clerk.lacity.org/calendar 


The live audio can also be heard at: (213) 621-CITY (Metro), (818) 904-9450 (Valley), (310) 471- 
CITY (Westside) and (310) 547-CITY (San Pedro Area). If the live audio is unavailable via one of 
these channels, members of the public should try one of the other channels. 





Members of the public who would like to offer public comment on the items listed on the agenda 
should call 1 669 254 5252 and use Meeting ID No. 161 644 6631 and then press +. Press # 
again when prompted for participant ID. Once admitted into the meeting, press *9 to request to 
speak. 


Requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from individuals with disabilities, 
consistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act can be made by contacting the City Clerk's 
Office at (213) 978-1133. For Telecommunication Relay Services for the hearing impaired, please 
visit this site for information: 


If you are unable to telephone-in at this meeting, you may submit your comments in writing. 
Written comments may be addressed to the City Clerk, Room 395, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 or submitted by email to:|www.LACouncilComment.com 


In addition, you may view the contents of Council file No. 21-0119 by visiting: 
www.lacouncilfile.com EXHIBIT T 
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Please be advised that the PLUM Committee reserves the right to continue this matter to a later 
date, subject to any time limit constraints. 





For inquiries about the Cultural Heritage Commission report, contact City Planning staff: 
Lambert M. Giessinger (213) 847-3648 lambert.giessinger@lacity.org 
Melissa Jones (213) 847-3679 melissa.jones@lacity.org 





For inquiries about the meeting, contact City Clerk staff: 
Armando Bencomo (213) 978-1080 clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 











Armando Bencomo 

Deputy City Clerk, Planning and Land Use Management Committee 
clerk.plumcommittee@lacity.org 

(213) 978-1080 


Note: If you challenge this proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone 
else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at, or 
prior to, the public hearing. Any written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk before the City Council's final action 
on a matter will become a part of the administrative record. The time in which you may seek judicial review of any final 
action by the City Council is limited by California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6 which provides that an action 
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5 challenging the Council's action must be filed no later than the 90th 
day following the date on which the Council action becomes final. 
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AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 


